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Editor’s Introduction 


Tuts Book, especially timely because its publication comes shortly 
before the author’s accession to the presidency of the Philosophy 
of Education Society, will be read with interest because its 
orientation is rather unusual among texts dealing with educational 
philosophy. 

There are other texts that are ostensibly designed to help a 
student build a philosophy of education, or possibly a philosophic 
understanding of education, but none of these seem to go about 
it quite as Dr. Smith’s book does. The author’s purpose is ex- 
pressed on pp. 68-70, wherein he distinguishes philosophy of 
education from philosophies and, in, and for education. Placing 
this book within the category of books by Broudy, Kneller ( ed.), 
Phenix, Scheffler (ed.), and Smith and Ennis (eds.), he proposes 
that this is a book on philosophy of education. In so being, it is “a 
study of the nature of the enterprise” of education, “a more or 
less independent disciplined area of study, comparable [to a de- 
gree at least] to philosophy of science,” hence, “a changed con- 
ception of philosophy itself.” Except for the texts by Broudy and 
Phenix, the above represent symposia; and those by Broudy and 
Phenix are ostensibly realist in philosophic orientation, Smith, 
though presumably sympathetic to pragmatic orientation, is, in 
this book, highly detached as to personal alignment, and in this 
way has written a book that is quite unique. Critics may make the 
charge that Dr. Smith has been noncommittal in approach, but 
oe should take the foregoing into account before judging this 
a iaw. 
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Possibly, Dr. Smith is carrying forward and making more ex- 
plicit the basic orientation of his mentor, the late Dr. H. Gordon 
Hullfish, with whom he collaborated in writing a previous book. 
If so, we feel that he has been successful. We consider this a 
significant book. 

Emest E. Bayles 


Preface 


Tuts Boox is intended for use in a first course in philosophy of 
education at the level of advanced undergraduate or beginning 
graduate study. No attempt has been made to put the course in- 
side the covers of the book. I hope, rather, that the book contains 
enough information and ideas to enable students to profit from 
lectures, discussions, and assignments under the direction of a 
good instructor. The writing is brief enough so that the entire 
book can be assigned within a semester, yet the range of topics 
is comprehensive enough to permit the instructor plenty of elbow 
room. Such structured flexibility seems to be called for by the 
widely varied situations encountered these days by those who 
teach philosophy of education. 

Any writing that attempts to be both brief and comprehensive 
is almost sure to have noticeable inadequacies. Fortunately, how- 
ever, in selecting a textbook, instructors generally look for use- 
fulness rather than perfection. Insany event, while I must accept 
full responsibility for all of the shortcomings, it is a pleasure to 
acknowledge some of the assistance I have received. 

Most of all, I am indebted to a great many students at several 
universities who, more patient than I would have been, listened 
and responded to much of the material in this book in the form 
of lectures. If there are lucid spots in the writing, it is because 
these students, from time to time, forced me into using under- 
standable language. 

I am also grateful to J. Donald Butler who read an early draft 
of the manuscript and made helpful comments, and to Ernest E. 

1x 


x PREFACE 


Bayles who, very unselfishly, stayed with the manuscript and con- 
tinued to make useful suggestions long after men of lesser stature 
would have been alienated by my obdurate refusal to change cer- 
tain passages. 

Elizabeth Maccia read Chapter 5 and made helpful comments 
and Lewis Bayles did the same for Chapter 8. Acknowledgements 
for the use of copyrighted materials appear at appropriate points 
throughout the book. 

P.G.S. 
Bloomington, Indiana 
1964 


Philosophy of Education 


CHAPTER 1 


What Is Philosophy? 


Lireratty, the word philosophy means love of wisdom. Some of 
the early philosophers were fond of pointing out that they did 
not claim to be wise men—mercly lovers of wisdom. They were 
seekers after wisdom and, as teachers, they believed their role 
was one of helping others in the search for wisdom. There were 
other teachers known as sophists, a word which means literally 
one who is wise. Many sophists viewed teaching not so much as 
a process of assisting the student in a search for wisdom but 
rather as a matter of telling or giving the student, for a fee, cer- 
tain information, skills, and conclusions, that made up the con- 
tent of the education of a wise man. Such different points of view 
concerning what constitutes good teaching are still found today 
on most of our campuses. 

Although it is the sophist view of teaching that is predominant 
in our schools, it is the term philosopher that is held in high 
esteem rather than such terms as sophistry and sophisticate. In 
all fairness to the early sophists, one should note that probably 
the main reason why our language reflects less respect for the 
sophist tradition than for the philosophic is because it turned out 
that the speculations of the early philosophers concerning the 
nature of man and the universe gained much wider popularity 
than speculations on the same topics by the early sophists. 
Actually, many of the sophists were reasonably modest men. 
They were teachers of such useful subjects as rhetoric, public 
speaking, and the like. For the most part they tended to be 
rather skeptical about man’s ability to solve, with much certainty 
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or finality, such basic problems as “What is the nature of reality?” 
“What is the nature of knowledge?” and “What is the nature of 
value?” On the other hand, the answers given to these questions 
by philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle have exerted a domi- 
nating influence on human thought for more than two thousand 
years. Today the very language we use reflects, both in content 
and in structure, the thinking of these early Greek philosophers. 


PHILOSOPHY AS AN ACTIVITY 


In discussing the life and times of Socrates, Plutarch wrote: 


Socrates neither set out benches for his students, nor sat on a plat- 
form, nor set hours for his lectures. He was philosophizing all the time 
—while he was joking, while he was drinking, while he was soldiering, 
whenever he met you on the street, and at the end when he was in 
prison and drinking the poison. He was the first to show that all your 
life, all the time, in everything you do, whatever you are doing, is the 
time for Philosophy. 

It is evident that for Socrates philosophy was an activity. A 
philosophized. Great philosophers 


and, though most of them have 


emphasis on philoso 
influential persons i 
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not a theory but an activity. A philosophical work consists essen- 
tially of elucidations. The result of philosophy is not a number of 
‘philosophical propositions, but to make propositions clear.” 
According to this view philosophy is something that one does 
rather than a body of subject matter to be studied. This move- 
ment has become especially popular in England, so that today it 
is not uncommon to hear British philosophers speak of doing 
philosophy. Many contemporary students of philosophy believe, 
however, that the followers of this movement are doing philoso- 
phy in a much too limited way, for their activity is restricted 
largely to an analysis of language as used in ordinary discourse 
and in the more technical discussions of science and philosophy. 
Such linguistic analysis tends to become quite technical and to 
focus on the minute complexities of problems of limited scope. 
The work tends, therefore, to take on an esoteric quality that is 
likely to discourage the uninitiated. In reaction to these develop- 
ments, one of the greatest of British philosophers has said, “Phi- 
losophy proper deals with matters of interest to the general 
educated public and loses much of its value if only a few pro- 
fessionals can understand what is said.” 

The most common way in which teachers of philosophy have 
strayed from the philosophizing tradition is by confusing the his- 
tory of philosophy with the philosophic activity. Certainly a 
knowledge and understanding of what philosophers have 
thought and felt about important problems is worthwhile. 
Indeed, discovering what problems various philosophers have 
considered important is, in itself, very frequently a stimulating 
and rewarding activity. It is not uncommon for students to dis- 
cover that some of the world’s greatest minds have struggled 
with the same problems that have disturbed them, problems that 
in the student’s mind have remained so vague and amorphous 
that one hesitates to discues them; yet they have a feeling of per- 
sistent importance attached to them so that they crop up again 

*Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Harcourt, Brace 


& World, New York, 1922, p. 27. 
* Bertrand Russell, cna Knowledge, Simon and Schuster, New York, 


8, p. v. 
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and again in moments of solitary contemplation. To discover in 
the writings of some world renowned philosopher one’s own pri- 
vate questions and speculations transformed into a series of well- 
formulated problems is often the very spur needed to start one 
on the road to more careful and persistent consideration of basic 
beliefs. And, of course, to follow the thinking of a first-rate mind, 
as it strives for clarity and precision of thought, may well be an 
excellent preparation for the struggle of pushing one’s own life 
into more reflective levels. 

l Careful study of the philosophic activity of others remains, 
however, a study of history. No matter how thoroughly one 
understands someone else’s philosophy, it is never a good sub- 
stitute for understanding oneself—for transforming that conglom- 
eration of beliefs and attitudes, that most of us depend upon, 
into at least the outline of a more comprehensive and harmonious 
outlook. This is one reason why Socrates repeatedly advised, 
Know thyself. C. I. Lewis, professor of philosophy at Harvard 
University, once said, “It is—I take it-a distinguishing charac- 
teristic of philosophy that it is everybody's business. The man 
who is his own lawyer or physician will be poorly served; but 
everyone both can and must be his own philosopher.”® Thus, it 


is sometimes said that everyone has a philosophy whether he 
knows it or not. 
It usually turns out that each of us, 


as he begins to think more 
carefully about his basic beliefs; 


‘ i “discovers that he has been serv- 
ing himself rather poorly as a philosopher. We often find that 
either we don’t know what we really do believe or else we are at 
a loss for any very convincing evide: 
of our convictions. Moreover, we commonly find that, as we 
ponder the things we think we believe, they tend to conflict one 
with another, rather than stand together in mutual support. How 
is it that we have managed to live so many years in such con- 
ad Why haven’t our friends and associates noticed our dif- 
a | Ties Lge aay us into doing something about it? And then 

cover that our confusion has hardly been noticeable 
because so many of us are in the 


f i same boat. 
C. I. Lewis, Mind and the World Order, Scribner, N 


nce or argument in support 


ew York, 1929, p. 2. 
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Thus it is that we realize that to hold opinions about philoso- 
phic questions is not the same as to have a philosophy. To assert 
these opinions is one thing whereas to philosophize is something 
more, 


In point of fact what does this universally possessed philosophy 
come to? It comes to something having less kinship with anything to 
be called a philosophy than with the job lot of odds and ends in Tom 
Sawyer’s pocket. Insofar as the vast majority of us are equipped with 
anything resembling an outlook upon life and the world, it consists of 
a substratum of superstition about the supernatural, a smattering of 
social theory, a nest of group prejudices, a few wise saws, a rumor or 
two from science, a number of slipshod observations of life. To call this 
hodgepodge a philosophy is to take unwarranted liberty with 
language.* 


LEARNING TO PHILOSOPHIZE 


Socrates evidently believed that prior to earthly existence the 
spirit or soul of man existed in a realm of pure forms, a realm of 
ideal and perfect objects. As a result of the birth trauma, the 
memory of this empyreal existence was erased from the con- 
scious mind. Through contemplation, especially when prodded 
and assisted by a sagacious teacher, many individuals could, 
however, recall some aspects of their prior existence and come to 
the realization that the objects of this world were but imperfect 
transitory copies of the pure, eternal forms. The most important 
knowledge was, of course, knowledge of the ideal or perfect 
forms and, as this knowledge was gained by recollection, the role 
of the teacher was that of “drawing out of the student” and 
bringing to the level of conscious recognition that which he 
already knew. In order to accomplish this, Socrates developed a 
method of teaching by questioning. He invited students to teach 
him, to give him the best answers they could to the questions he 
posed; and then, of course, he helped them to examine critically 
their own answers, to modify them, and to make them more and 
more adequate until finally by their own efforts they arrived at 
the truth. Socrates was sometimes called a “gadfly” and an “intel- 


“Max C. Otto, Things and Ideals, Holt, New York, 1924, p. 34. 
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lectual midwife.” His activity finally became such a threat to 
entrenched ideas and interests that he was arrested and 
condemned to death for “corrupting his students.” 

Today we seldom encounter anyone who believes that knowl- 
edge is attained by recollecting a prior existence. But the 
Socratic method of teaching is generally recognized as an edu- 
cationally sound procedure. Many philosophers, from Aristotle 
to John Dewey, have recognized that we learn to do by doing, 
and psychologists generally agree that we tend to appreciate 
most those things which we gain, at least in part, by our own 
efforts. We learn to philosophize by philosophizing. 

Unfortunately, most of us do not find a Socrates to confront us 
with the kind of questions that impel us into a reflective or criti- 
cal examination of our basic beliefs. As we have already noted, 
our friends and associates are likely to be leading the same sort 
of unreflective life as we, based on a similar conglomeration of 
attitudes, prejudices, and bits of knowledge sufficient to enable 
us to get on with our daily lives. Nor is it likely that by a simple 
act of will we can decide some morning to reconstruct ourselves 
so that thereafter we become our own Socrates, r: 
fundamental questions, challenging our own a 


always for the greatest possible depth and adequacy in thinking. 
Yet, if each of us both can and his own phi 


must be his own philosopher, 
each must learn to be his own Socrates, 


This is one reason why many persons undertake a study of phi- 
losophy. They suspect that 


their own ideas are inadequate and 
they find in the study of philosophy the stimulation and chal- 
lenge they need in order to attempt a more reflective mode of 
life. They read philosophy not only to find what questions great 
minds have considered most important and what answers most 
adequate but also to discover the method of philosophy. When 
one studies philosophy in this way, he is likely to discover that 
to philosophize is not merely to read and to know philosophy; 


it is to think and to feel philosophically.”5 


aising our own 


nswers, striving 


ë Harold H. Tit iv, , 3 
New York, 1953, F eo Issues in Philosophy, 2nd ed., American Books, 
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PHILOSOPHIC-MINDEDNESS 


Learning to think and to feel philosophically may be com- 
pared to learning to be a good salesman. Good salesmanship is 
not merely something added to a person who is basically a poor 
salesman. Many large corporations have learned that it is not 
enough for a person simply to know the proper techniques of 
selling, They have discovered that a good salesman is a kind of 
person different from a poor salesman. Involved here are differ- 
ences in temperament, attitudes, and personality. Studies have 
been made of the temperament and personality characteristics of 
successful salesmen. When individuals possessing such charac- 
teristics are selected for practical instruction in the techniques of 
selling the corporation's products, a much higher degree of suc- 
cess may then be anticipated. 

We do not have much systematic study of how to effect a 
change in basic temperament and personality. Still, great teach- 
ers have always recognized that some basic reconstruction of 
individuals is necessarily involved in all true education. Today 
We are coming to a realization that one of the weaknesses of most 
of our institutions of higher learning is that four years of college 
life somehow fails to touch basic personality structure. Concern- 
ing fundamental values, a graduating senior is very largely the 
same person he was as an entering freshman. 

Anyone who is serious about’ learning to philosophize should 
face the fact that, if successful, he will become a somewhat dif- 
ferent person. The thought may be frightening. But why should 
it be? Physiologists tell us that we continually are becoming new 
persons. Many cells of our body are created, wear out, and are 
sloughed away. Such physiological changes are usually so grad- 
ual, however, that even after several years separation our old 
friends normally recognize us on sight. We should not be afraid 
to cast away some of our old, outworn, inadequate attitudes and 
beliefs. It is not likely that the change will be so radical or accom- 
plished in so short a time that our identity will be lost. If old 
friends object to our gradually acquiring a more mature and 
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enriched personality, then perhaps we should reevaluate their 
friendship. 


THE DIMENSIONS OF PHILOSOPHIC THINKING 


When the characteristics of philosophic-minded persons are 
studied, they appear to cluster along three interrelated dimen- 
sions—comprehensiveness, _ penetration, and flexibility. Although 
these qualities characterize the total behavior of such persons, 
from the standpoint of the philosophizing activity we are inter- 
ested in the way they are exhibited in the thinking of a person; 
in his problem-solving behavior, in his reflective life. Once these 
characteristics are understood it appears reasonable to hope that 
each of us, by constantly striving to develop these qualities in his 
own thinking, may gradually become a new person who may 


philosophize for himself with increasing adequacy and satisfac- 
tion, 


Comprehensiveness 


Perhaps the most obvious 


characteristic of a philosophic- 
minded person is his strivin 


g for comprehensiveness of outlook. 
Philosophy has sometimes been described as the attempt to see 
life steadily and see it as a whole, and Whitehead has said, “The 
philosophic attitude is a resolute attempt to enlarge the under- 
standing of the scope of application of every notion which enters 
into our current thought.”6 During and after World War II this 
same quality of comprehensiveness was emphasized by the 
armed forces as soldiers were encouraged to “see the big pic- 


ture.” There is a common-sense saying that we fail to see the 
forest because we are looking at the trees, 

` -comprehensively we must resist the press of 
he immediate » and the particular, We frequently find ourselves 
So snowed under with small though pressing problems that we 
never find the time to step back, so to speak, and view these 


1938 p 234 Whitehead, Modes of Though 


t, Macmillan, New York 
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troublesome matters in Jarger perspective. What are we trying to 
accomplish in the long run? How does our activity gear in with 
the work of others who may hold the same long-range goals? To 
raise and doggedly consider these kinds of questions is to launch 
oneself into philosophizing activity. Pursued far enough, such 
questions inevitably carry one into philosophically deep waters, 
but it is the persistent push rather than swimming at some pre- 
scribed philosophic depth that is the mark of philosophic-mind- 
edness, If you strive for comprehensiveness of thought in those 
problems that seem important to you, the quality of your philoso- 
phizing is likely to become far superior to that of a pedantic and 
artificial rehash of “the traditional problems of philosophy.” 

One of the blocks to comprehensiveness of thought is the pop- 
ular misconception concerning the relation of the theoretical 
and the practical. Some individuals display a temperamental 
intolerance for theoretical considerations. Such persons believe, 
no doubt, that most theory is a matter of impractical dreaming 
based on impossible ideals, while the work of the world is carried 
on by the tough-minded acceptance of “things as they are.” 

It is difficult to see how one can maintain such an attitude in 
the face of recent scientific developments. The world has been 
given a most dramatic illustration of how the theoretical, 
abstract, esoteric speculations of, say, an Einstein, are converted 
into the hard realities of an atomic bomb, a nuclear-powered 
submarine, or controlled, medicel-radiation therapy. In less dra- 
matic terms it should be equally apparent that to see things as 
they are is to see them in light of their antecedents and possible 
consequences. Everything that exists has both history and poten- 
tial. What could be more practical than a sound theory concern- 
ing the hidden potentials of things? Ideals—even impossible 
ideals—can perform the very practical role of directing our atten- 
tion to frequently overlooked possibilities in things as they are, 
enabling us to move in the direction of at least partial realiza- 
tion of our long-range goals. The attitude of “half a loaf is better 
than none” is all that is needed to get the most lofty ideals 
ready to go to work. And a comprehensive view of the persistent 
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problems confronting one provides the most practical setting 
for the daily functioning of ideals. 

As comprehensiveness develops, what may formerly have 
seemed an aimless flow of more or less isolated events becomes 
a sequence amenable to purpose and direction. Life takes on 
historical thickness and future possiblities become just as impor- 
tant spurs to action as are present actualities. The tendency to 
think of theory versus practice disappears, for a comprehensive 
thinker realizes that the only hope of making practice more pur- 
poseful and effective is to work in light of a more adequate 
theory. Anyone can take the first steps in the direction of 
greater comprehensiveness and we should remember that we 
learn by doing. But as Aristotle cautioned, “there must also be a 
full term of years for this exercise, for one swallow or one fine 


day does not make a spring, nor does one day nor any small 
space of time make a blessed or happy man.” 


Penetration 


If the immediate and the particular tend to press in on us, 
forcing us into a less comprehensive view, we may also be 


tyramnized by the obvious, The philosophic-minded seldom are 


long content with obvious answers or even with the obvious way 
the inadequacies of common sense is 
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tal confusion. But it is sometimes quite reasonable to question 
what others take for granted and to insist upon a review of fun- 
damentals. There is no infallible rule to offer concerning what and 
when to question. Indeed, one of the marks of genius seems to be 
an uncanny sense of timing concerning when to plunge ahead in 
spite of doubts and when to refuse to budge until common 
assumptions have been reexamined. Inasmuch as most of us are 
given rather more to hasty action than to excessive deliberation 
and inasmuch as it is only infrequently that a short delay will 
have disastrous or irreversible consequences, it would seem wise 
to suggest that greater depth of thinking, even though time- 
consuming, would generally have salutary results. 

Sometimes we fail because the particulars of a situation are 
unrelatable in terms of superficial aspects. A more penetrating 
look may bring to light fundamental relations that enable us to 
see them as a whole. And, of course, once the fundamentals of a 
situation have been grasped, the way is clear for those sound 
generalizations that enable us to deal effectively with a wide 
range of similar situations. 

It is by a combination of penetration and comprehensiveness 
that we develop what is so dear to a philosopher, namely, basic 
principles. A principle is a generalization, a succinct expression 
of what has proved to be fundamental in a vast amount of well- 
digested experience. It is thus a vehicle for bringing to bear upon 
subsequent experience the best ‘that has been distilled, not only 
from our own past experience, but from the experience of the 
race. It is only as we develop a comprehensive and harmonious 
set of principles that we may feel, with some justification, that we 
really are beginning to understand what is going on in this world 
and what we really want to do. 


Flexibility 

A third set of characteristics distinguishing the philosophic- 
minded has to do with flexibility of thinking. Some persons are 
inhibited, in their approach to problems, by unfortunate “psy- 
chological set” or rigidity. Under unusual emotional stress it is 
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not uncommon for almost anyone to behave in ways that are both 
quite rigid and quite inappropriate to a problem at hand. We 
have all heard stories of how some unfortunate fellow, trapped 
in a burning building, loses his head and tries with bare hands to 
batter down a wall or wildly jumps from a hopelessly high 
window. 

In psychological laboratories, many experiments have been 
performed in which a subject is confronted with a series of prob- 
blems each of which yields to a single method of attack. Follow- 
ing this series of successful solutions, the subject is presented 
with a problem having superficial similarities but which requires 
a change in approach before success can be attained. It is sur- 
prising how frequently the subject will again and again try the 
old method with repeated failures leading only to increasing 
frustration, rather than attempt penetrating reappraisal of the 
situation, 

Habitual ways of behaving—of thinking and feeling, and of 
dealing with problems—become habitual because they seemingly 
have proved to be generally successful. Habits, routines, orderly 
procedures are essential to successful living. Yet, if there is any 
truth to the old saying that nothing is permanent except change, 
it is clear that what we need is flexible rather than fixed habits. 
To be in command of a repertoire of procedures or behavior, 
each of which may be employed with smooth, habitual efficiency, 
is to have at hand a wide selection of tools for successful living. 
On the other hand, to be a slave of fixed habits, of dogmatic 
opinions, and of sterotyped behavior is to invite frustration and 


failure every time one slips, or is pushed, from accustomed 
grooves. 


Flexibility involves creativity and there are many blocks to 
creative, im 


aginative thinking. No doubt there is a wide range of 
with respect to hereditary and early environmental 
t there is reason to believe that man 
numerous emotional blocks, lar 


us from attaining more th 
One such common block is 


difference 


factors, bu y of us suffer from 


gely unrecognized, which prevent 
an a fraction of our actual potential. 
the fear that our ideas may not stand 
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with criticism. The truth is that most of them probably are quite 
faulty and inadequate—some of our ideas are probably ridicu- 
lous. It appears, however, that the number of good ideas one has 
is roughly proportional to the total number of ideas. Concern 
about our batting average is largely inappropriate in the matter 
of creative thought. The important thing is to swing at the ball. 
This is why, in the now famous brain storming technique, par- 
ticipants are encouraged to “keep swinging” with no critical or 
depreciatory comments permitted. Later, the entire crop of ideas 
is culled and only the more promising are selected for further 
thought and development. The point is, there is a time to be 
highly creative and a time to be highly critical and it appears 
that, for many, it is not wise to attempt both at the same time. 
There are many specific errors in thinking that contribute to 
inflexibility. One of the most common is known as black or white 
thinking. Even he who prides himself on broad-mindedness—on 
always being willing to look at both sides of the question—may 
be a habitual victim of black or white thinking. Actually, most 
important questions or issues have many ; sides. A person who 
claims to be considering both sides may, in reality, be thinking in 
terms of his side or his point of view in contrast to the other 
side, which consists of a vague group of all other possible points 
of view. The philosophic-minded cultivate the habit of oa 
issues from a relatively large number of alternatives or points of 
view. Consequently, they are more inclined to investigate issues 


rather than to debate them. 

Another common error is to commit what has traditionally 
been called the genetic fallacy. This form of inflexibility is a mat- 
ter of allowing opinions about the source of an idea to influence 
unduly one’s judgment about its worth. For example, it is not 
uncommon for, say, @ school administrator to tag various persons 
in the community according to some outstanding fact about their 
interests or connections. Mr. X is a labor-union man, Mr. Y is a 
socialist, Mr. Z is an arch conservative. After a while the adminis- 
trator may feel that he “has their number and knows how to deal 


with them.” When some suggestion or criticism about the schools 


( 
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arises, the administrator may ask first, “Who made this sugges- 
tion?” and upon learning that it originated with, say, Mr. Y, dis- 
miss the matter with the remark, “Well, that’s nothing but 
another socialistic suggestion.” The genetic fallacy is thus 
sometimes called the nothing-but fallacy. 

It is clear that under this method of dealing with ideas, the 
worth of an idea, as idea, may never be investigated at all. The 
other side of the coin is that ideas from honored sources are 
likely to be accepted in uncritical fashion. Herein lies a paradox 
of good teaching. The respected, successful teacher must con- 
tinually fight against being so honored that students accept 
without question everything he says. 

Nothing that has been said about flexibility should be con- 
strued to mean that a philosophic-minded person is wishy-washy 
or indecisive, Students sometimes confuse any forceful, precise 
statement with dogmatism and believe that a truly liberal or 
broad-minded person must of necessity be a fence straddler or 
an intellectual dilettante. Intelligent men of action who are con- 
tinually called upon to make decisions soon learn that two 
demons wait to pounce upon them at every turn. The first says, 
“Don’t make a mistake, wait until you're certain”; the second 
counsels, “Make up your mind quickly and stick to it. Be con- 
sistent.” The philosophic-minded brush aside these demons and 
move forward on the bases of tentative appraisals and hypoth- 
eses, welcoming opportunities för reappraisal and reconstruction 
of judgment and action. The hand of a surgeon does not shake 
merely because he is less than certain in his diagnosis. Nor does 
he hesitate to change his mind in the face of new evidence. The 
question of flexible versus fixed habits is just as relevant to the 
way we think—to the way we behave intellectually—as to overt 


behavior. And the rules for making and breaking habits apply to 
thinking, the same as to other forms of behavior. 


PHILOSOPHY AS CONTENT 


We have previously noted that almost any question, pursued 
far enough, 


will bring one to the level of philosophic speculation. 


_ 
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It is almost inevitable, therefore, that a philosophic-minded per- 
son will find himself eventually confronting fundamental prob- 
lems, which have been traditionally called philosophic problems 
in contrast to scientific problems, religious problems, social prob- 
lems, etc. If one goes about his daily affairs with more and more 
comprehensiveness, penetration, and flexibility of thought, how 
can he avoid facing basic questions such as: “What is the nature 
of reality?” “What is the nature of truth and knowledge?” “What 
is the nature of value?” 

These three questions provide us with the three basic divisions 
of philosophy. The name given to the branch that deals with the 
nature of reality is ontology. The branch concerned with the 
nature of knowledge and truth is called epistemology, whereas 
studies of the nature of value are known as axiology. We must not 
be surprised, however, that, in a subject having a written history 
of more than two thousand years, many writers have developed 
various schemes of classification. For example, many persons use 
the word metaphysics to refer to the branch we have called 
ontology. Some writers say that metaphysics is concerned with 
the nature of reality, whereas ontology is merely one subdivison 
of metaphysics, namely, that concerned with the nature of being 
or of all conceivable existent entities. Under this system of classi- 
fication, the other subdivision of metaphysics is known as cos- 
mology, that is, the study of the nature of the fundamental 
causes and processes of the universe conceived as a cosmos or 
orderly system. On the other hand, still other writers restrict the 
word metaphysical to matters concerning supernatural forces or 
events. Thus, they may speak of a metaphysical ontology in con- 
trast toa nonmetaphysical ontology. The intent is, of course, thus 
to differentiate speculation about the nature of reality that rests 
on supernatural forces and events from speculation based exclu- 
sively on natural forces. Finally, when ontological questions are 
combined with theology, that is, with speculation about the 
nature of God and his works and intentions, a capital R is fre- 
quently used in such a question as, “What is the nature of 
Reality?” 

There is general agreement among writers that epistemology 
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is that branch of philosophy concerned with the sources, the 
nature, and the limitations of human knowledge. This should not 
be confused with logic, which is sometimes viewed as a subdi- 
vision of epistemology, but is more frequently viewed as an 
additional special branch or tool of philosophy. Logic is the sys- 
tematic treatment of the nature of clear and exact thinking. It 
involves the study of what constitutes valid reasoning in all of 
its many possible forms. 

The most common subdivisions of axiology are ethics and 
aesthetics. Ethics is concerned with problems of right conduct, 
with the nature of good and evil, of moral principles, and the 
like. Aesthetics deals with problems that center in our affective 
life or feelings, especially feelings about beauty and about the 
principles that govern creation and appreciation of the beautiful. 


SCHOOLS OF PHILOSOPHY 


When a person develops a systematic set of answers to the 
basic questions of philosophy, he creates a philosophy. When 
such creations are analyzed and compared, we find that they 
may be grouped or classified on the basis of similarity in the man- 
ner of dealing with certain issues, Actually, there are no univer- 
sally acceptable standards of classification by which philosophic 
thought may be incontrovertibly placed in groups or schools. 


Nevertheless, the following ways of classifying enjoy consider- 
able acceptance, 


With respect to the nature of 


reality, a major classification is 
that of supernaturalism in contr: 


ast to naturalism. The history of 
Western philosophy begins with naturalistic thought. Reality was 
conceived as continuous, in the sense that whatever actually 
exists is neither more nor less real than any other actual entity. 
There is only one level of reality. It was not long, however, until 
Speculation arose concerning the possibility of hypernatural or 
Supernatural forces or beings. Was there not some First Cause, 
some Creator of the natural universe? Would not such a Force or 
Being be a superior form of reality? Would not such a Reality be 
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supernatural, that is, not bound by natural laws? 

Once this basic bifurcation of reality was conceived, it was an 
easy step to extend this dualistic thinking into the creation of 
numerous discontinuities or dualisms such as good and evil, the 
spiritual and the material, mind and matter, soul and body, 
worldly and other-worldly. Any philosophy that systematically 
posits or assumes any hypernatural forces or beings is known as 
supernaturalism. All other philosophies are naturalistic. There are 
many forms of naturalism ranging from materialism to positivism 
to pragmatic humanism. A good rule of thumb for dividing phi- 
losophy into supernaturalistic and naturalistic is to note whether 
the basic assumptions of the system would lead one to anticipate 
miracles. Such a rule is not entirely adequate but at least it 
should prevent one from falling into certain gross errors, such as 
assuming that all forms of naturalism must be materialistic and 
atheistic. 

A second ontological distinction may be drawn in terms of 
what the basic stuf of reality is considered to be. In the last 
analysis, is reality made up of material atoms—small bits of con- 
crete, matterlike stuff? Or is reality ultimately composed of 
immaterial forms, forces or ideas—mindlike stuff? According to 
the way it answers this question, a philosophy is classified as 
materialism or idealism. A major division within idealism occurs 
over the question of whether reality (especially as expressed by 
universals or general ideas) has objective or subjective status. 
Objective idealism is sometimes called realism in contrast to cer- 
tain forms of subjectivism. We have noted that Plato, an objec- 
tive idealist, believed that there exists a realm of pure form, a 
realm of perfect, unchanging ideas. For example, the essence or 
idea of chair, that is, its chairness, enjoyed objective existence. 
It is more real than the imperfect copies (i.e., the actual chairs) 
with which we deal in our daily lives. Thus it is that such a view 
is sometimes called Platonic realism in contrast to the belief that 
there are no universal essences in reality, the term chairness 
being merely a name for a man-made abstraction. 

Additional distinctions are made when epistemological ques- 
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tions are considered. Those philosophies which hold that the 
objects of cognition exist independent of, and are not basically 
altered by, the process of being known, are again called realism 
in contrast to such views as subjective idealism, which holds that 
knowledge is limited to mental states or ideas, or to pragmatism, 
which denies the subjective-objective discontinuity as a basic 
division of reality and insists that both knower and known are 
abstractions from experience. Concerning the ways in which 
knowledge is gained, empiricism holds to sense experience as the 
source. When a philosophy insists that sense experience “is all 
that exists or can be known” it is called phenomenalism. 

In contrast to empiricism, the view that reasoning is the pri- 
mary source of knowledge is known as rationalism, and the 
insistence that some form of “direct grasp or intuition” is an 
important additional source of knowledge frequently is known 
as mysticism. With respect to methods for gaining knowledge or 
warranted beliefs, pragmatism may be thought of as a synthesis 
of empiricism and rationalism with the accent on experimenta- 
tion rather than on either sense experience or pure reason. 

In matters of axiology there is a common two-way division 
based on the question of whether it is possible to have knowledge 
of value or merely emotions about value. If one has knowledge of 
value, then such knowledge can be expressed in statements and 
such statements (i.e. assertions or judgments about value) can 
be investigated and determined to be, at least in principle, 
either true or false. On the other hand, if no knowledge of value 
is possible, then our assertions of value are neither true nor 
false, they are merely exclamations, or at best, exhortations or 
directives, Those who hold that value-statements may convey 
knowledge are known as cognitivists, others are called non- 
Cognitivists. The first group may be subdivided into naturalists, 
who believe that value-assertions may be investigated by, nat- 
ural or experimental forms of inquiry, and nonnaturalists, who 
believe that some form of intuition or hypternatural form of 
knowing is involved in knowledge of value, or that, at least, 
knowledge of value is knowledge of a nonnatural property. 
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Noncognitivists may be subdivided into emotivists, who hold 
strictly to a separation of valuing and knowing, and the infor- 
malists, who in a somewhat less astringent way view man’s 
emotional language as subject to orderly analysis. 


THE USE AND MISUSE OF LABELS 


It should be apparent that this brief discussion of the classi- 
fications or schools of philosophy is, at best, only grossly accurate. 
The intention has been to present some terminology that may 
prove helpful in the more detailed examinations to be under- 
taken in later chapters. Frequent use of a good dictionary plus 
thoughtful consideration of the context in which troublesome 
terms appear should enable a student gradually to develop a 
reasonable degree of language proficiency for reading, thinking, 
and writing in the area of philosophy of education. 

Grouping and naming seems to be a basic characteristic of 
human thought. Until distinctions of some sort are drawn, exper- 
ience remains a vague blur. We have already noted that the 
question of whether the distinctions man draws correspond to 
Some objectively real divisions of the universe or are basically 
functional distinctions developed for the control of inquiry, is one 
of the perennial problems of philosophy. It is a problem, inci- 
dently, that has a definite bearing on education. But for the 
Present, it is important to note that it is by grouping and naming 
that we begin to gain control over a subject matter. Indeed, this 
is one of the ways that material becomes a subject matter, that 
is, becomes logically organized human knowledge. 

A word of caution is necessary, however, for it is easy to allow 
the names of various classifications or divisions of material to 
become labels that are used as substitutes for thought rather 
than as tools for thinking. For example, once a student is in pos- 
Session of such labels as idealism, realism, and pragmatism, there 
is a tendency to consider them neat compartments into which 
ideas, philosophers, philosophies (and even teachers and educa- 
tional procedures) may be tossed. Such use of philosophic 
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labels invariably does violence to the thought and behavior of 
individuals. 

When it is asked whether you are an idealist, a realist, or a 
pragmatist, the question appears structurally similar to the ques- 
tion, “Which do you prefer—Chevrolet, Ford, or Plymouth?” 
Actually, however, as the following chart may suggest, the ques- 
tion is more like, “Which do you prefer—a General Motors car, 
power steering, or an internal-combustion engine?” 

It turns out that the philosophic classifications appearing on 
the chart are not designations for alternate sets of systematic 
answers to a common set of questions. One could even say that 
the differing kinds of questions asked by various philosophers 
provide a more important means of differentiating than do the 
answers proposed. In any event, this short although incomplete 
chart (it leaves out, for example, such currently popular designa- 
tions as existentialism and logical positivism) is complex enough 
to discourage the overly simple classification schemes that stu- 
dents like to record in their notebooks. Basically, philosophy is 
not taxonomic as, say, the early science of zoology or mineralogy- 
Philosophy is much concerned with analysis, so it does group and 
name. But its reason for being resides in its synoptic procedures. 
One studies philosophy in order to improve the soundness of his 
general view. One studies philosophy of education in order to 
attain a sound, general view of education. The use of simple, 
air-tight systems for classifying people and ideas is likely to 
hinder more than to help, for it violates all three dimensions of 
philosophic-mindedness: comprehensiveness, penetration, and 


flexibility. 


SUGGESTIONS ror ADDITIONAL READING? 


en enrolled in a first course in philosophy of education typi- 
cally bring to the class an unusually varied background of experience: 


o . 5 
fo The closing section of each chapter of this book presents suggestions 


r additional reading. M ibli i i 
mentioned in these g. More complete bibliographic notations for all books 


E sections and in footnotes will be found in the Bibliog- 
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Some students previously have completed one or more courses in 
philosophy as part of a general humanities requirement or as part of 
an undergraduate minor or even major area of study. On the other 
hand, since most students who enroll in philosophy of education do so 
as part of their formal preparation for teaching, their undergraduate 
majors are most likely to be elementary education or one of the sub- 
jects commonly taught in our high schools. These subjects may range 
from physical education to physical science but they seldom include 
philosophy or, for that matter, psychology, sociology, or cultural 
anthropology. In short, it is typical for students to bring a relatively 
weak background of preparatory or related study to a first course in 
philosophy of education. 

Thus it is that for most students considerable additional reading 
seems to be indicated. For many years the general public has found 
Will Durant’s The Story of Philosophy (now available in paperback) 
a stimulating and useful resource. Many students have found the first 
chapter of Titus, Living Issues in Philosophy very helpful. The first 
chapter in Beck, Philosophic Inquiry, is also very helpful, Easily avail- 
able in paperback, as number 41 of the “College Outline Series,” is 
Randall and Buchler, Philosophy, An Introduction, the first chapter of 
which is titled, “What is Philosophy?” 

A number of books, designed more especially for courses in philoso- 
phy of education, may also be helpful to students in gaining and per- 
haps broadening understanding of the nature of philosophy, For 
example, Chapter 1 of Butler, Four Philosophies, is titled, “The 
Approaches to Philosophy” and pages 3-10 and 441-450, of Phenix, 
Philosophy of Education, are devoted to a discussion of the nature of 
philosophy. For the most part, however, books in philosophy of edu- 
cation will be more useful in connection with our later chapters. 

Finally, in view of the tremendous influence of the work of John 
Dewey, no course in philosophy of education should neglect the valu- 
able resource that his writings provide. It would be well, therefore, to 
start reading his Reconstruction in Philosophy, which is available in 
mexpensive paperback. His discussion of the changing conceptions of 
philosophy provides a means for understanding the relation between 
the more traditional views of philosophy and the activity of the con- 


temporary philosopher in an age dominated by science. 


CHAPTER 2 


What Is Education? 


Durc piscussions about the nature of education it is easy to for- 
get what a wide range of meanings cluster around the term in 
ordinary conversation. For example, sometimes by education we 
mean a formal or deliberate process of schooling, other times our 
intention is to refer to a much larger context. In the expression 
“education goes on whether school keeps or not,” we call atten- 
tion to the fact that people learn many things before starting 
school, they continue to learn outside the schoolroom, and they 
keep on learning long after their formal education is terminated. 
Even during the hours of formal schooling, much is learned that 
is not part of the planned curriculum. On the other hand, the 
schoolroom is not the only place where deliberate teaching 
occurs, The home, the church, the political meeting, or the union 
hall is frequently a scene of planned teaching and, of course, 
Magazines, newspapers, radio, and television are frequently 
employed as means of “educating” the public. 

Within a process of formal schooling, the term education is 
Sometimes used to refer only to that part of the formal instruction 
that is thought to be liberal or general in nature. Thus, people 
Sometimes speak of vocational or technical training in contrast 
to education. Or again, education and training may be differ- 
entiated in terms of the intended outcome of teaching. Where 
the inculcation of skills, habits, attitudes, or beliefs is intended, 


the process of teaching is called training (or sometimes indoc- 


‘ination or orientation), in contrast to teaching designed to 


increase the student's ability and inclination to employ critical, 


i paar 
ndependent, and creative judgment. 
23 
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It follows that the verb-form of the term is similarly ambigu- 
ous. What does it mean to say, “I shall attempt to educate him?” 
In addition to the confusion noted above concerning setting, 
content, and intent, there is widespread disagreement as to 
whether the verb to educate should be viewed as basically 
transitive or intransitive. A farmer speaks of “growing corn,” yet 
we all recognize this as just a manner of speaking. Is the situation 
the same with “educating students”? Involved here, of course, are 
questions concerning the nature of learning and teaching, and 
we soon realize that the ambiguity and vagueness surrounding 
the basic term spreads like wildfire throughout the conceptual 
neighborhood, infecting even what one would suppose would be 
technical and precise expressions such as curriculum, course of 
study, and school program. 

It is clear that the question “What is education?” is really many 
questions. From the standpoint of philosophy of education, the 
many questions seem to cluster around four central issues. First, 
what is the nature of the process that one undergoes as one 
becomes educated? There appears to be general agreement that 
such a process is basically a matter of personal development or 
growth. But, of course, these words are themselves infected with 
equivocal meanings. Still, we must study the nature of this pro- 
cess if we are to make any progress toward understanding the 
nature of education. 

Second, what is the nature of education when it is viewed as a 
social or political or governmental undertaking—particularly as 
an institutionalized undertaking? Without exception, as a society 
becomes less primitive and more complex, it makes some sort of 
provisions, usually institutionalized ones, for providing a special, 
more or less artificial environment for the young. The purpose of 
such an environment is to provide a somewhat simplified and 
logically organized cultural setting in which the immature mem- 
bers of the society may be influenced in a more efficient manner 
than would otherwise be the case. We must, therefore, consider 
the nature of education as a sociopolitical institution. 


Third, from the standpoint of the teacher, ‘education is a prac- 
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tice, an art, a daily occupation. To what extent may education be 
compared with the practice of medicine or engineering? What 
are the foundational disciplines for education and how do they 
stand in relation to the practice of education? In short, what is 
education when viewed as an applied behavioral science or, at 
least, as a profession? 

Finally, in whatever way we view education, the question of 
ends or aims arises. And one cannot dig very deeply into this 
question without confronting the difficult problem of the relation 
between means and ends. Indeed, the very nature of education, 
whether as a process of personal development, a _ sociopolitical 
institution, or an applied behavioral science, may change radi- 
cally as one adopts differing sets of aims or holds various ends in 
view. And, of course, prior to the question of what should be the 
aims of education is the question of how one should decide upon 
aims. We must, therefore, introduce the problem of aims for 
education, 

It should be clear that no final, or even tentatively authorita- 
tive, answers to any of these questions will be found within this 
chapter, After all, the entire book is designed to be only an 
introduction to the study of such problems. 


EDUCATION AS PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT 


When one asks teachers, or teachers of teachers, what in its 
most general terms they are trying to accomplish, the most com- 
mon answer is to the effect that they are trying to help each stu- 
dent develop his own peculiar talents and capabilities. This 
answer is as old as history and as modern as tomorrow's textbook 
on education, but what does it mean? We have noted that Plato 
viewed education as drawing out or bringing to consciousness 
truths that lay hidden within the student. Two thousand years 
later, Rousseau was advocating the natural development of the 
child’s impulses toward the good, the true, and the beautiful. 
According to Rousseau, the teacher should protect the child from 
the corruptive influence of adult society—a society characterized 
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by ugliness and perversion—until the student develops, in 
unstunted fashion, the latent powers implanted in him by 
nature. Rousseau was confident that the products of the school- 
ing he advocated would be able to plunge into society and 
sweep it clean, thus realizing the social perfection intended by 
nature. 

An interesting development of such educational ideas occurred 
at the hands of Froebel, who launched the kindergarten move- 
ment. He believed that the enfolded or sleeping seeds of perfec- 
tion within each child could be awakened by the presentation of 
certain’symbols. For example, in Froebel’s kindergarten, children 
were arranged in a circle, not for convenience but because a 
circle was the symbol of divine perfection. Froebel believed that 
a ball was a most suitable gift for children for the sphere was a 
symbol of the unity of the universe. The same kind of loving care 
and nurture should be lavished upon children by a teacher as a 
rose-fancier bestows upon his plants. And just as a gardener must 
provide the proper kinds and amounts of soil and climate if his 
plants are to attain the perfection enfolded in the seed, so must 
an educator provide the environment that calls forth and 
develops the potential perfection divinely implanted in each 
child. 

In America the kindergarten movement soon departed from 
some of the more mystical ideas of Froebel while retaining many 
of the practices. Certain disciples, principally those trained in 
Germany or by Germans in America, resented this departure 
from orthodoxy and, to protect the kindergarten from imitations 
and perversions, formed organizations such as the California 
Kindergarten Union and the American Froebel Union. Actually, 
since the development of the kindergarten movement in America 
paralleled the development of the child-study movement, it was 
probably inevitable that the more mystical and poetic ideas of 
Froebel would be modified or replaced by the advance of a more 
empirical approach. By the beginning of the twentieth century 
when John Dewey organized his experimental school at Chicago, 
he avoided using the term “kindergarten.” 
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Under the more penetrating analysis of John Dewey, the idea 
of education as personal development underwent fundamental 
transformation. Dewey saw that beneath this sentimental and 
mystical glorification of childhood lurked a negative approach 
that, in effect, denied its positive values. Why should childhood 
or immaturity be viewed primarily as the absence of maturity 
and adulthood? Surely the potentialities which a child possesses 
are positive forces, not merely dormant or quiescent phenomena. 
Tt seemed to Dewey that the marvelous thing about a human 
being is his capacity for_continuous development and this is a 


Positive force or power at any age. 


. . when we say that immaturity means the possibility of growth, 
We are not referring to absence of powers which may exist at a later 
time; we express a force positively present—the ability to develop. 
Our tendency to take immaturity as mere lack, and growth as some- 
thing which fills up the gap between the immature and the mature is 
due to regarding child mparatively, instead of intrinsi ly. We 
treat it ‘simply as a privation because we are measuring it by adult- 
hood as a fixed standard. This fixes attention upon what the child has 
not, and will not have until he becomes a man. This comparative 
Standard is legitimate enough for some purposes, but if we make it 
final, the question arises whether we are not guilty of an overweening 
Presumption, Children, if they could express themselves articulately 
and sincerely, would tell a different tale; and there is excellent adult 
authority for the convinction that for certain moral and intellectual 
Purposes adults must become as little children. 


The seriousness of the assumption of the negative quality of the 
hen we reflect that it sets up 


Possibilities of immaturity is apparent w ts Ul 
as an ideal and standard a static end, The fulfillment of growing is 
taken to mean an accomplished growth: that is to say, an Ungrowth, 
Something which is no longer growing. The futility of the assumption 
'S seen in the fact that every adult resents the imputation of having no 
further possibilities of growth; and so far as he finds that they are 
Closed to him mourns the fact as evidence of loss, instead of falling 

ack on the achieved as adequate manifestation of power. Why an 
unequal measure for child and man? 

Taken absolutely, instead of comparatively, immaturity designates 
a Positive force or ability—the power to grow. We do not have to draw 
Out or educe positive activities from a child, as some educational doc- 
trines would have it. Where there is life, there are already eager and 
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impassioned activities. Growth is not something done to them; it is 
something they do.* 


As a central feature in his conception of education as growth, 
Dewey recognized the importance of acquiring effective habits 
and dispositions. He undoubtedly recognized the validity of 
Aristotle’s observation: 


The virtues come neither by nature nor against nature, but nature 
gives the capacity for acquiring them, and this is developed by 
training... . 

But the virtues we acquire by doing the acts, as is the case with the 
arts too. We learn an art by doing that which we wish to do when we 
have learned it; we become builders by building, and harpers by 
harping. And so by doing just acts we become just, and by doing acts 
of temperance and courage we become temperate and courageous. . . « 

But habits or types of character are not only produced and pre- 
served and destroyed by the same occasions and the same means, but 
they will also manifest themselves in the same circumstances. This is 
the case with palpable things like strength. Strength is produced by 
taking plenty of nourishment and doing plenty of hard work, and the 
strong man, in turn, has the greatest capacity for these. And the case 
is the same with the virtues: by abstaining from pleasure we become 
temperate, and when we have become temperate we are best able to 
abstain. And so with courage: by habituating ourselves to despise 
danger, and to face it, we become courageous; and when we have 
become courageous, we are best able to face danger.” 


But Dewey's conceptions have an open-ended flexibility that 
is very difficult if not impossible to achieve under an Aristotelian 
ontology. Aristotle’s simple observation that we learn by doing is 
transformed by Dewey into the cornerstone of a dynamic theory 
of education. Noting first man’s remarkable ability to learn from 
experience, Dewey observes, “Still more important is the fact the 
human being acquires a habit of learning. He learns to learn.”? 


Teim also marks an intellectual disposition. Where there is a 
atoni mae acquaintance with materials and equipment to which 
S applied. There is a definite way of understanding the situa- 


tion i ; G 
Tih eg the habit operates. Modes of thought, of observation 
i 4 a ewey, Democracy and Education, Macmillan, New York, 1916, 


2 Ethics IL, ibe 
* Dewey, op. cit., p. 54. 
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and reflection, enter as forms of skill and of desire into the habits that 
make a man an engineer, an architect, a physician, or a merchant. In 
unskilled forms of labor, the intellectual factors are at a minimum pre- 
cisely because the habits involved are not of a high grade. But there 
are habits of judging and reasoning as truly as of handling a tool, 
painting a picture, or conducting an experiment.* 


Dewey noted further that a simple excitation-reaction psycho- 
logy is inadequate for understanding habit. 


active preference and choice for 
A habit does not wait, Micaw- 
it actively 


Any habit marks an inclination—an 
the conditions involved in its exercise. 
ber-like, for a stimulus to tum up so that it may get busy; 
seeks for occasions to pass into full operation.” 


Finally, Dewey stated: 


Above all, the intellectual element in a habit fixes the relationship of 
the habit to varied and elastic use, and hence to continued growth. 
We speak of fixed habits. Well, the phrase may mean powers so well 
established that their possessor always has them as resources when 
needed, But the phrase is also used to mean ruts, routine ways, with 
loss of freshness, openmindedness, and originality. Fixity of habit may 
mean that something has a fixed hold upon us, instead of our having 
a free hold upon things... + 


Habits reduce themselves to routine ways of acting, or degenerate 


into ways of action to which we are enslaved just in the degree in 
which intelligence is disconnected from them. Routine habits are 
unthinking habits: “bad” habits are habits so severed from reason 
that they are opposed to the conclusions of conscious deliberation and 
decision, As we have seen, the acquiring of habits is due to an original 
Plasticity of our natures: to our ability to vary responses till we find an 
appropriate and efficient way of acting. Routine habits, and habits 
that possess us instead of our possessing them, are habits which put 
an end to plasticity. They mark the close of power to vary.® 


“education means the enter- 


It turns out then that, for Dewey, 
owth, or ade- 


Prise of supplying the conditions which insure gr 
quacy of life, irrespective of age.” And, 
Since in reality there is nothing to which growth is relative save more 
growth, there is nothing to which education is subordinate save more 
* Ibid. 
“Thid? p. 57. 
7 Ibid., p. 58 
"Ibid. p.61. 
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education . . . the purpose of school education is to insure the con- 
tinuation of education by organizing the powers that insure growth. 
The inclination to learn from life itself and to make the conditions of 
life such that all will learn in the process of living is the finest product 
of schooling.§ 


EDUCATION AS A SOCIOPOLITICAL INSTITUTION 


Dewey held that education should be subordinate to nothing 
save more education and hence that education as such (i.e., as an 
abstract process) can be said to have no aims. He recognized, 
however, that students, teachers, parents, in short, all who sup- 
port organized education, do have aims.® Wherever schools have 
been organized, there have been purposes in the minds of the 
organizers. Peoples or societies or governments establish and 
support schools because there is something they wish the schools 
to accomplish. 

In Plato’s ideal Republic, for example, schools were to perform 
a central and twofold basic function. It was through the process 
of public education that each member of the society would dis- 
cover his own abilities, inclinations, and limitations. Each would 
thus learn where he belonged in the society—where he would be 
most happy and best adjusted, where he could make the greatest 
contribution to the general welfare. It was also in the schools that 
each would receive the proper amount and kind of education to 
equip him to take his proper place in the Republic. 

On this score, Aristotle was in essential agreement with his 
teacher, He believed that support and control of public educa- 
tion is the single most important function of government. 


But of all the things which I have mentioned, that which most con- 
tributes to the permanence of constitutions is the adaptation of edu- 
cation to the form of government, and yet in our own day this prin- 
ciple is universally neglected. The best laws, though sanctioned by 
oe citizen of the state, will be of no avail unless the young are 
trained by habit and education in the spirit of the constitution, if the 

° Ibid., p. 60. 

°? Ibid., p. 195, 
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laws are democratical, democratically, or oligarchically if the laws are 
oligarchical. For there may be a want of self-discipline in states as well 
as in individuals. . . . In democracies of the more extreme type there 
has arisen a false idea of freedom which is contradictory to the true 
interests of the state. For two principles are characteristic of demo- 
cracy, the government of the majority and freedom. Men think 
that what is just is equal; and that equality is the supremacy of the 
popular will; and that freedom and equality mean the doing what a 
man likes, In such democracies everyone lives as he pleases, or in the 
words of Euripides, “according to his fancy,” But this is all wrong; 
men should not think it slavery to live according to the rule of the con- 
stitution; for it is their salvation. 

. . virtue and goodness in the state are not a matter of chance but 
the result of knowledge and purpose. A city can be virtuous only when 
the citizens who have a share in the government are virtuous, and in 
our state all the citizens share in the government; Jet us then inquire 
how a man becomes virtuous. owe 

There are three things which make men good and virtuous; these 
are nature, habit, reason. . . - 

Now the soul of man is divided into two parts, one of which has 
reason in itself, and the other, not having reason in itself, is able to 
obey reason. And we call a man good because he has the virtue of 
these two parts . . . in the world both of nature and of art the inferior 
always exists for the sake of the better or superior, and the better or 
Superior is that which has reason. The reason too, in an ordinary way 
of speaking, is divided into two kinds, for there is a practical and a 
speculative reason. . . . The whole of life is further divided into two 
Parts, business and leisure, war and peace, and all actions into those 
which are necessary and useful, and those which are honourable. And 
the preference given to one or the other class of actions must neces- 
Sarily be like the preference given to one or the other part of the soul 
and its actions over the other; there must be war for the sake of peace, 
business for the sake of leisure, things useful and necessary for the 
Sake of things honourable. All these points the statesman should keep 
in view when he frames his laws. . . . For men must be able to engage 
in business and go to war, but leisure and peace are better; they must 
do what is necessary and useful, but what is honourable is better. In 
such principles children and persons of every age who require educa- 
tion should be trained. . - - 

No one will doubt that the legislator should direct his attention 
above all to the education of youth, or that the neglect of education 
does harm to states. The citizen should be moulded to suit the form of 
Sovernment under which he lives. For each government has a peculiar 
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character which originally formed and which continues to preserve it. 
The character of democracy creates democracy, and the character of 


oligarchy creates oligarchy; and always the better the character the 
better the government. ... 

That education should be regulated by law and should be an affair 
of the state is not to be denied, but what should be the character of 
this public education, and how young persons should be educated, 
are questions which remain to be considered. As things are there is 
disagreement about the things to be taught, whether we look to virtue 
or the best life. Neither is it clear whether education should be more 
concerned with intellectual or moral virtue, The existing practice is 
perplexing; no one knows on what principle we should proceed— 
should the useful in life, or should virtue, or should the higher knowl- 
edge, be the aim of our training; all three opinions have been enter- 
tained, Again about the means there is no agreement; for different 
Persons, starting with different ideas about the nature of virtue, nat- 
urally disagree about the practice of it. . . .10 


The disagreement about the proper content and methods of 
education has erupted again and again, down through the ages, 
but there has been general acceptance of the classical principle 
that educational institutions should be compatible with the form 
or spirit of the society that supports them. Education, as a process 
of schooling, is, then, a sociopolitical undertaking. Where the 
social and political climate has been dominated by strong relig- 
ious doctrine, education has been dominated by the same prin- 
ciples. Where the climate has been characterized by nationalism 
and the importance of the state, in contrast to the importance of 
the individual, education has taken on these same characteristics. 
In America, schools have been established at various times and 
in various parts of the country for a curious mixture of reasons: 
secular, religious, cultural, civic, and, no doubt, many times by 
reason of a more or less vague faith in the general efficacy of 
, by the time the people of the original 
up state sovereignty and band together “in 
re perfect union, establish justice, insure 
provide for the common defense, promote 


10 Condensed f F 
Press, Oxford, 1885, vol owe translation of Aristotle’s Politics, Clarendon 
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the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty,” there 
was only minimal disagreement among the leaders of the day on 
three fundamental points concerning education as a sociopolitical 
institution. 

First, it was acknowledged that, if popular government were to 
succeed, there must be an informed, educated public. Second, if 
the separation of church and state were to be maintained, then 
education must not be dominated by a single religious organi- 
zation. Third, if men are to remain free, then the education of 
children must not be controlled by a central bureaucracy. 

There were interesting disagreements, of course, as to just 
what these principles meant in practice, and generally it was 
only the first principle that was explicitly formulated as a guide- 
line to action. Consequently, education developed slowly and 
unevenly, largely as a local affair, with intermittent federal inter- 
est and support. It was not until well into the nineteenth century 
that state governments assumed general control and authority 
over education. And to this day we are still struggling with the 
problem of what constitutes proper support and control of 
education, as a sociopolitical institution, at each level of govern- 
ment, 

Many complex questions are involved in this general problem. 
Consider, for example, the following: 

1. Who shall be educated? For many years the tradition has 
been growing that society should provide public education for all 
the children of all the people. For some time, however, public 
education was thought of as a few years of elementary schooling. 
Gradually the number of years was extended to include three 
and then four years of high school. Public kindergartens began 


“The first public high school was opened in Boston in 1821. By about 
1850 a Se e wrod districts in several states had extended public 


education beyond the elementary sc 


ese suits is the Kalamazoo Case of 18 b 
hief Justice of the Michigan Supreme Court, was an eloquent review of 


the history of public education. It was pointed out that the legislature in 
establishing both the common schools and a state university must have 
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to appear and still more recently many communities have estab- 
lished public junior colleges. In addition, our states have sup- 
ported public institutions of higher education wherein the tuition 
or registration fees charged students have represented only a 
small fraction of the cost of building and maintaining the institu- 
tion. The underlying idea seems to be that society should make 
available to all youth a number of years of substantially free pub- 
lic schooling with the quality and quantity of schooling depend- 
ing on what society feels it can afford to offer. Compulsory 
attendance’? has always been limited to somewhat less than 
society has offered and it has generally been agreed that attend- 
ance at parochial or other private schools (including private 
tutoring ) will satisfy the compulsory attendance law. 

On the other hand, large numbers of citizens have always fav- 
ored the notion that, in a democracy, society should provide pub- 


intended a complete system of schools and that no limitations had been 
placed on the common schools in regard to either the number of years of 
schooling involved nor the kinds of school officials required for the proper 
functioning of the system. 

* The history of compulsory school attendance laws is complicated and 
spotty affair. Toward the end of the nineteenth century many states passed 
such laws and the courts upheld them. At first the principle was that the 
welfare of minors is important enough that states have the right to interfere 
with the liberty of parents for the good of the child. Later, however, courts 
generally upheld such laws on the principle that the state may demand school 
attendance, not for the benefit of the child, but in order to safeguard the 
welfare of the cominunity and the safety of the state. By the turn of the 
century, compulsory school attendance was well established in many states, 
but it was generally recognized that such laws should not interfere with the 
establishment and growth of parochial and other private schools. In 1922 
in the state of Oregon, a law, strongly supported by the Klu Klux Klan, was 
passed requiring that all children between the ages of 8 and 16 attend the 
public schools whenever these were in session. The law was immediately 
challenged in the courts and in 1925 the United States Supreme Court 
denied the right of the states to prohibit private schools, although they might 
apop and reasonably regulate them. The Court declared that the Oregon 
AEE ane babe pe with the liberty of parents and guardians to 
hild is not t ging an education of children under their control. . . . The 
I Si e the mere creature of the State. ...” It is worthy of note that 
the Gang hig Holmes dissented from this decision and argued that 
attend ible: ahe. not deny the right of a state to require all children to 

s and that, indeed, in a democracy, such a system of 


Saosin may eventually be necessary if we are to retain the republican 
or government guaranteed to the states. 
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lic education that will vary in both amount and kind according to 
cach, individuaľ’s aptitude and talent. Under such an approach it 
is clear that, for the same amount of money it would take to pro- 
vide, say, ten years of schooling for all, graduate education could 
be provided for a few with decreasing amounts provided for 
others with lesser ability. In practice, the first notion has pro- 
vided the basic structure for public education in this country, 
with the structure modified by practices stemming from the 
second notion. For example, in many parts of the country com- 
pulsory attendance laws have been only selectively enforced. 
Fees and other expenses involved in attending public schools 
have increased while public money has been used to provide 
ith special abilities. Public institutions 
of higher learning are increasingly adopting stricter admission or 
readmission policies. All such practices modify the basic structure 
of public education in the direction of the second approach to 
the question of who shall be educated. 


2. Who shall decide what, concerning public education? At 
rganization, questions arise concern- 


decision and of professional deci- 
sion. In this country there is virtual consensus that the over-all 
purposes of public education shall be a matter of public decision. 
Perhaps this is a correlate of the view that the final control of the 
military should rest in civilian hands. Unfortunately, local school 
d that this consensus means that 
they, as the representatives of lay opinion, should decide what 
should be taught while questions of how to teach may be left to 
the professionals. Many superintendents and even teachers have 
encouraged school boards and the public in general to adopt this 


attitude, 
Even a little analysis of the situation should make it clear that 
£ education. We select 


the content of education is itself a means 0 
this or that content in an attempt to accomplish some purpose. A 
y be forgiven if he avers that “One of 


cation should be to teach American 


scholarships for students w 


each level of sociopolitical o 
ing the proper spheres of lay 


boards have generally assume! 


layman, being a layman, ma 


the purposes of public edu 
history and the U.S. Constitution.” It should not be so quickly for- 
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given when a professional talks this way or when he encourages 
the public thus to confuse a statement of purpose with a 
discussion of the best way for accomplishing the purpose. 

Actually, much of the argument about so-called purposes of 
education is not about the over-all purpose at all. Such public 
confusion about professional questions might not be especially 
serious except that it perpetuates confusion about who should 
decide what. The over-all purposes of public schooling are gen- 
erally not discussed at all, for there is substantial common-sense 
agreement that the purpose of public elementary schooling is to 
develop the skills of oral and written communication (including 
basic computational skills) and to develop an understanding and 
an appreciation of the physical and cultural environment requi- 
site for citizenship in American democracy. The purpose of 
secondary schooling is to broaden and deepen the skills and 
understandings developed in elementary school and to provide 
college preparatory studies and whatever vocational training can 
be agreed upon by the community. 

Such broad statements, of course, do not solve our problems. 
Even if they were to be accepted as official public expressions of 
the purposes of public schooling, they would not provide the 
answer to borderline questions of who should decide what. They 
would, however, give us a clearer indication of the location of 
the boundary between lay and professional decision that can 
presently be gleaned from public discussion. 

The lesson to be learned from the history of the development 
of professions is that the public grants professional autonomy not 
as a privilege, but as a responsibility, in order that the public 
rain in the long run, be better served. And history also teaches 
that the public is not likely to grant autonomy to any professional 
i aie sabe has demonstrated that it is willing and able 
En om an a Oddly enough, the group must 
4 ich aides, E x TS for professional autonomy by 
wE peak ee ght for autonomy. It is as if the public 
fight ls botiles fects giant who needs an agile professional to 

im, but who will not allow a professional to 
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fight for him until the professional has first won a fight against 
him. 

3. What social role should the school play? When it is said 
that one of the purposes of education, as a sociopolitical institu- 
tion, is “to develop an understanding and appreciation of the 
physical and cultural environment requisite for citizenship in 
American democracy,” it should be obvious that in a free society 
reasonable men may disagree as to what constitutes a proper 
understanding and appreciation of our cultural environment. As 
a sociopolitical institution, the school always reflects the culture 
of which it is a part. But in a society that is neither totalitarian 
nor static the culture is not all of one piece—it does not rigidly 
conform to some one doctrine or ideology concerning what is 
worthy of being valued, what are the most desirable directions 
for change, what are the most worthy operational meanings of 
“citizenship,” and “appreciation.” It follows that in a free society 
one of the most fundamental and crucial questions of education 
is: “In what manner should the schools reflect the culture of today 
and yesterday and thus influence the culture of tomorrow.” Trans- 
lated into the inadequate but suggestive language of political 
argument, the question becomes, Should the schools merely drift 
with the times, or should they consciously promote a conservative 
interpretation of the culture and of citizenship or a liberal inter- 
pretation?” In more adequate language, John Dewey discussed the 


problem as follows: 


. .. The existing state of society, which the schools reflect, is not 
Something fixed and uniform. . . - Social conditions are not only in 
Process of change, but the changes are going on in different directions, 
so different as to produce social confusion and conflict. There is no 
Single and clear-cut pattern that pervades and holds together in an 
unified way the social conditions and forces that operate... . 

The fact that it is possible to argue about the desirability of many 
of the changes that have occurred, and to give valid reasons for 
deploring aspects of the flux, is not relevant to the main point. For the 
Stronger the arguments brought forth on these points, and the greater 
the amount of evidence produced to show that the educational system 
is in a state of disorder and confusion, the greater is the proof that the 
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schools have responded to, and have reflected, social conditions which 
are themselves in a state of confusion and conflict... . 

There are three possible directions of choice. Educators may act so 
as to perpetuate the present confusion and possibly increase it. That 
will be the result of drift, and under present conditions to drift is in 
the end to make a choice. Or they may select the newer scientific, 
technological, and cultural forces that are producing change in the old 
order; may estimate the direction in which they are moving and their 
outcome if given freer play, and see what can be done to make the 
schools their ally. Or, educators may become intelligently conservative 
and strive to make the schools a force in maintaining the old order 
intact against the impact of new forces. 

If the second course is chosen—as of course I believe it should be— 
the problem will be other than merely that of accelerating the rate of 
the change that is going on. The problem will be to develop the insight 
and understanding that will enable the youth who go forth from the 
schools to take part in the great work of construction and organization 
that will have to be done, and to equip them with the attitudes and 


habits of action that will make their understanding and insight prac- 
tically effective. , . 13 


EDUCATION AS TEACHING 


When education is viewed from the standpoint of teaching, it 
has generally been recognized that the practice of education is 
basically an art. The same may be said, of course, of the practice 
of medicine or of engineering. It is also generally recognized, 
however, that if physicians today are better physicians than 
those of a hundred years ago it is not because they are more art- 
ful, but are more scientific. To what extent may the practice of 
teaching become scientific? Is a true science or technology of 
teaching possible, and, if so, what would it be like? 

A further comparison with medical practice may be instruc- 
tive. But first it may be useful to di 
scientific knowledge from the s 


In the case of medical pr 
has the adv: 


has come a 


fferentiate the application of 
cientific application of knowledge. 
actice, it is clear that today’s physician 
antage of greater scientific knowledge of disease. This 


bout largely through developments in the sciences of 
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biology, chemistry, and the like. When we speak of progress in 
medical science we usually intend reference to developments in 
these basic scientific disciplines. And when we say that today’s 
physician is more scientific, we usually mean that he is in com- 
mand of more comprehensive and scientific knowledge that may 
be applied to the prevention, cure, or alleviation of disease. 

It is also true, although not quite so obvious, that today’s 
physician is more scientific in the application of his special 
knowledge. This is to say, for example, that his diagnosing is 
more scientific. Indeed, most of his activities, from his bedside 
Manner to his participation in professional and governmental 
organizations and programs, are generally more scientific than 
were the activities of his counterpart of a hundred years ago. 
In other words, the modern physician is more inclined to formu- 
late his problems consciously on the basis of accurately made 
observations, to develop and explore hypotheses for their solution 
in the light of scientific medical knowledge, to check his tentative 
Solutions in a plan of action that resembles an experimental 
design. Thus, the expression scientific medicine or medical 
Science properly refers to both the scientific knowledge to be 
applied and the scientific application of that knowledge. 

In order to facilitate the comparision let us provisionally define 
education (as teaching) as the science and art of the elimination 
of ignorance. We see immediately that as education becomes 
More scientific this means that educators gain command of 
Sreater scientific knowledge concerning the nature and elimina- 
tion of ignorance and also that educators become more scientific 
in the application of that knowledge. Again, as in the case of 
Medicine, a gain in scientific knowledge depends largely on 
developments in the foundational disciplines. For education, 
foundational disciplines are psychology, sociology, cultural 
anthropology, and the like—in short, what are usually called the 
behavioral sciences. To the extent that the foundational sciences 
of education are less well developed than the foundational 
Sciences of medicine, one would expect education to be less 


scienti me 
Clentific than medicine. 
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Although again not quite so obvious, the question of the scien- 
tific application of the best knowledge we have of the nature and 
elimination of ignorance is crucial for the development of a 
science of teaching. On the one hand there is still a widespread 
belief that teachers are born not made—or at least that the essen- 
tial preparation for teaching is the mastery of the subject matter 
to be taught—and on the other hand there is confusion in our 
teacher education institutions about both the importance of and 
the means of creating scientific practitioners. There is very little 
in either the preservice or inservice education of teachers that is 
well calculated to develop a scientific spirit or habit of mind and 
action and the typical methods-course is oriented toward the use 
of specific techniques and tools of teaching rather than specifi- 
cally toward the scientific use of the knowledge developed in the 
foundational disciplines. To the extent that society in general 
and medical schools in particular have a greater understanding of 
the importance of and the means of preparing scientific prac- 
titioners than is the case in teacher preparation, one may again 
expect education to be less scientific than medicine. 

When we conceive education as an applied behavioral science, 
an additional problem arises due to the fact that any practice, 
such as education, medicine, or engineering, always involves 
something more than the scientific application of basic scientific 
knowledge. There is a value dimension in every practice. In the 
case of medicine, questions of value do not usually create much 
disturbance. It is generally recognized that a physician’s knowl- 
edge of drugs could be used to commit murder as well as to save 
lives and, further, that his scientific skill in the application of his 
knowledge would give him a better-than-average chance of com- 
mitting the perfect crime. The point to be noted, however, is that 
n o papa deliberately destroys life his action is generally 
ng baie, es anes) as ‘a crime. There sa widespread agreement 
We have oak o be the iis sini of medical practice: 
hatter that Bock ih the Proposition that good health is 

tne af cane “ an that life is better than death. 

> » there are times when the value dimension 
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becomes controversial in the practice of medicine, ranging from 
questions of birth control to questions of merciful death. It may 
well be that in the not-too-distant future society will insist upon 
a more organized and systematic study of this value dimension. 
Even now there are questions concerning the use of scientific 
knowledge, falling within the value dimension of the various pro- 
fessions, that are causing public concern. Still, at the present 
time, as far as medical practice is concerned, most of us are not 
encouraging physicians to take time off from cancer research or 

om administering to the sick in order to ponder these 
philosophic matters. 

What is the present situation with respect to the practice of 
teaching? In many communities, perhaps most, we could not 
obtain general agreement on even the basic proposition that 
knowledge is better than ignorance. In connection with many 
topics it is believed that ignorance is bliss and that a little knowl- 
edge is a dangerous thing. Rather than being encouraged to 
Strive for the elimination of ignorance, prejudice, superstition, 
wherever it be found, schools are frequently urged (indeed leg- 
islatures pass laws and school boards set up rules) to instill loy- 
alty and commitment to ideas which would never be accepted if 
thrown unprotected into the open market place of free inquiry. 

It is unrealistic then, when viewing education as an applied 
behavioral science, to assume either that education is value free 
Or neutral, or that a sufficiently clear value dimension will auto- 
matically be supplied by a plural society. And what is true of 
education in general permeates its various subdivisions. It is 
unrealistic, for example, to suppose that an adequate theory of 
educational administration can be developed apart from a sys- 
tematic consideration of the value dimension. Or to look at 
another kind of subdivision of education, it is unrealistic to 
assume that a theory of learning developed to further the aims of 
a neutral research-discipline, such as psychology, can automati- 
cally serve as an adequate base for a theory of teaching. 

This last point is not so obvious. Perhaps a further comparison 
With medicine may prove helpful. When a physician looks to 
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his foundational disciplines he does not find any of them talking 
about a theory of health—or shall we say “healthing,” that is, the 
attaining, maintaining, or regaining of good health or the absence 
of disease. Medical science, therefore, has always recognized 
that, if it is to get on with its business of preventing, curing, and 
alleviating disease, it must build for itself a theory of healthing. 
This it has done, even though until very recent years its theory 
has been little more than some more or less systematic empirical 
generalizations. Furthermore, even if one of the foundational 
research-disciplines, say biology, were to announce something 
called “a theory of organic health,” medical science, while look- 
ing toward it hopefully, would immediately suspect that the 
biologists were using the term “health” in a more restricted 
and specialized sense than it is used by physicians and their 
patients. 

It turns out then that an educator would be indulging in a 
dangerous naiveté were he to assume that the research disci- 
plines of behavioral science will supply him with an adequate 
theory of learning (as the correlate of “healthing”) or an ade- 
quate theory of any subordinate phenomenon such as group 
dynamics in the classroom, decision making in educational 
administration, or the like. 

A recent promising development in education has been the 
attempt to build a theory of teaching based on careful observa- 
tion and analysis of the teaching act, in contrast to assuming that 
a knowledge of the nature of learning somehow automatically 
provides a theory of teaching." 

On the other hand, one of the blocks to development of an 
adequate theory of teaching has been the attempt to use overly 
simple models. For example, a misunderstanding of the selling- 
buying relation as a model for viewing teaching-learning has fre- 
quently led to unfortunate results. In the first place, the analogy 
is of course not perfect. For example, teaching-learning is, in one 
sense, a three-element relation whereas selling-buying involves 


™ See B. Othanel Smith et al., A St ai i iyer- 
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four or more elements. Both involve a vendor or teacher, mer- 
chandise or content, and a buyer or learner. In addition, selling- 
buying involves a transfer of ownership and a reverse movement 
of “one dollar or other valuable consideration.” In this sense, 
giving-receiving is a closer analogy, especially when the giving 
is “miraculous loaves and fishes.” 

On the other hand, as a model for viewing teaching strategy 
(which is what Dewey intended)? it can be quite useful. It 
suggests, first of all, that there is something dogmatic and ridicu- 
lous about any teacher who insists he is doing his job even though 
his students are consistently failing to learn. In other words, both 
teaching and selling are activities that need continual evaluation 
in terms of results. Moreover, good teaching, like good selling, 
requires a sensitivity to the multiplicity of factors that contribute 
to success or failure. For instance, good selling frequently consists 
primarily of creating the kind of situation in which the potential 
buyer will “sell himself.” At the very least, the salesman endeav- 
Ors to enlist the cooperation of the customer toward culminating 
the selling-buying act. Unpleasant, argumentative situations in 
Which the customer sees himself as somehow being in competi- 
tion with the salesman are assiduously avoided. It is rather amaz- 
ing how so many teachers permit competitive, even antagonistic, 
Situations to develop vis-à-vis their students. To an observer it 
Sometimes appears that the teacher must feel so insecure that he 
thinks it necessary to drop all of the usual rules of courtesy in 
order to make the students realize who is boss. Finally, of course, 
the astute salesman endeavors to leam enough about the pros- 
Pect’s situation that he will not lose the sale by trying to sell 
either too much or too little. The comparable aspects of good 


teaching are obvious. 


While discussing the art of teaching Dewey said, “Teaching may be 
compared to selling commodities. . » - There is the same exact equation 
etween teaching and learning that there is between selling and buying. 
The only way to increase the learning of pupils is to augment the quantity 
and quality of real teaching.” He then discussed such problems of teaching 
as arousing and maintaining curiosity, stimulating reflection, keeping class- 


Toom discussions on the track, ete. (see How We Think, rev. ed., Heath, 


Boston, 1933, chap. 3). 
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Anyone who has earned his living as a salesman knows, how- 
ever, that good selling correlates well with actual sales only in 
the long run. It is not unusual for a salesman to do a first-rate job 
of selling, only to have the selling-buying process frustrated by 
the prospect’s financial inability to close the deal. On the other 
hand, occasionally a customer will simply walk in, lay down the 
money, and demand the salesman’s product. In such cases we 
frequently say that the customer had already been “sold,” per- 
haps “sold himself,” before he came in. Nevertheless, slogans 
appropriate for a salesman’s convention, catchy phrases such as 
“There is no selling without buying” and “Let’s sell our customers, 
not just merchandise,” do call attention to important factors in 
successful salesmanship. 

Nevertheless, such slogans, however useful, are never an ade- 
quate substitute for carefully developed theory. And, until 
educators develop a theoretical foundation for teaching practice, 
an essential element will be missing in the movement to lift 
teaching to the level of a profession. 

It turns out then that to view education as teaching is another 
important way of understanding the meaning of education. And 
a science of education, as the science of medicine or the science 
of engineering, involves three major elements: First, it requires 
a body of scientific knowledge developed within its foundational 
research disciplines. Second, it requires a theory of practice con- 
cerned with the scientific application of the best knowledge 
available. Third, it requires an over-all theory (some may prefer 


to call it a philosophy) that includes systematic development of 
the value dimension. 


AIMS FOR EDUCATION 


We have noted, with Dewey, that all who are involved in edu- 
cation have aims. Parents and citizens in general as well as stu- 
dents, teachers, and school officials have purposes and objectives 
in mind as they make proposals for school policy and practice- 
Individuals and groups frequently bring considerable pressure to 
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bear upon school officials and, although it is sometimes said that 
teachers and administrators should offer leadership to lay groups 
in formulating goals for education, more frequently the educa- 
tional leader finds himself playing the role of mediator or adju- 
dicator in the midst of such a welter of proposals that it hardly 
seems expedient to encourage groups to formulate additional 


statements. 
There are so many ways of conceiving education that it is 


probably unreasonable to expect an orderly discussion by any 


group whose members have not persevered in a program of 


rigorous study. Careful exploration of the nature of an educa- 
for discussing aims 


tional aim is likely a minimum preparation 
for education. 
Dewey has pointed out the following: 


An aim implies an orderly and ordered activity, one in which the 
order consists in the progressive completing of a process. Given an 
activity having a time span and cumulative growth within the time 
Succession, an aim means foresight in advance of the end or possible 
termination, . . . It is nonsense to talk about the aim of education—or 
any other undertaking—where conditions do not permit of foresight of 
results, and do not stimulate a person to look ahead to see what the 
Outcome of a given activity is to be. 

In the next place the aim as a foreseen end gives direction to the 
activity; it is not an idle view of a mere spectator, but influences the 
steps taken to reach the end. The foresight functions in three ways. In 
the first place, it involves careful observation of the given conditions to 
see what are the means available for reaching the end, and to discover 
the hindrances in the way. In the second place, it suggests the proper 
order or sequence in the use of means. It facilitates an economical 
Selection and arrangement. In the third place, it makes a choice of 


alternatives possible. If we can predict the outcome of acting this way 
or that, we can compare the value of the two courses of action; we can 
Pass judgment upon their relative desirability. . - - 

_ The net conclusion is that acting with an aim is all one with acting 
Intelligently. To foresee a terminus of an act is to have a basis upon 
Which to observe, to select, and to order objects and our own 


Capacities.16 


“John Dewey, Democracy and Education, Macmillan, New York, 1916, 


Pp. 119-120. 
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This suggests that an aim of education involves not only some- 
where to go but some idea of the purpose for going. Dewey 
speaks of “the means available for reaching the end.” There is a 
sense in which the number of acceptable alternative means for a 
given end tend to diminish in proportion to the clarity of the pur- 
pose. I can hardly decide, for example, what mode of transporta- 
tion to use in going to Chicago unless I am clear about my 
purposes in going there. The more clear and detailed under- 
standing I have of my anticipated business in Chicago, the less 
likely it is that alternate modes of transportation will appear to 
me to be equally acceptable. Indeed, strictly speaking, in any 
situation in which the choice of one alternative rather than 
another makes no difference, the alternatives are, practically 
speaking, one and the same. It turns out, then, that an aim is not 
merely an end or goal or objective, an aim is a means-end 
process. 

Inasmuch as formal education is normally a long-drawn-out 
affair, spanning a number of years in the life of a student, all who 
are concerned about the work of the schools tend to break down 
the over-all aims of education into more manageable interme- 
diate steps. Learning to read, or learning the multiplication 
tables, becomes an aim of education during elementary-school 
years. There is nothing wrong with seeing a long, complicated 
means-end process as a series of steps or activities. Indeed, this 
must be done if one is to think in operational terms. Difficulties 
arise because it is so easy to start thinking of some stage in the 
total process as the end in view and then eventually as the end 
in itself. When this happens, we forget the purpose of this step oF 
end in view and we are likely to select what appears to be the 
most efficient or economical means for attaining the end. We 
forget that at every step along the way our selection of means 
progressively determines the total means-end process and thus 
the over-all aim of education. 

Does it make any difference, for example, what means are 
used in teaching the multiplication tables or in teaching a child 
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to read? Or consider more complicated situations such as teach- 
the United States Constitution or American history. When learn- 
ing the Constitution becomes an end in itself, simple drill 
procedures suggest themselves as the most promising means. It 
is not a very difficult undertaking to have students memorize the 
preamble and then learn to recite the main points of each article. 
Many students will consider this to be a reasonable and relatively 
easy assignment. But what is the purpose of learning the Con- 
stitution? If we continually (or even frequently) ignore over-all 
purpose as we select means for attaining intermediate goals, the 
total means-end process veers off in some unpredictable 
direction. 

; Such deviations, with the resulting compartmentalization of 
information and lack of articulation, might not be so serious were 
it not for the fact that specific subject matter is, in the long run, 
One of the least permanent and least important things learned in 
school. Students learn habits, attitudes, dispositions that remain 
Operative long after they complete their formal education. No 
doubt this is one reason it is sometimes said that education is 


what is left after one has forgotten all the things he learned in 
f the habits that are 


a And the crucial point is that some 0 
learned (good or bad habits as the case may be) are habits of 
Study, of learning, of relating and utilizing subject matter. And 


s y ‘ 
ome of the attitudes and dispositions are concerned with ways of 


Conceiving science, history, art, and all the subject matter of 


fı m 
ormal education. 


After pondering this sobering situation, it 
men such as John Dewey have concluded that “the aim of edu- 
inue their education—the 


cati 5 i om 
ation is to enable individuals to cont 
object and reward of learning is continued capacity for 


Srowth.”!7 Or again, as we noted earlier, “. - - the purpose of 
s : ; 
chool education is to insure the continuance of education by 
organizi s reii 
Yganizing the powers that insure growth. The inclination to 


is no wonder that 


"Ibid. p. 117. 
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learn from life itself and to make the conditions of life such that 
all will learn in the process of living is the finest product of 
schooling.”!§ Dewey thus brings together the aim of education as 
a process of personal development, its aim as a sociopolitical 
institution, and its aim as the science and art of teaching. 

Whether or not one agrees with Dewey, we recall that he also 
pointed out that it is nonsense to talk about aims when conditions 
do not permit us to foresee the results of this or that course of 
action. Surely all will agree with that! It follows then that until 
education becomes more fully developed as an applied behav- 
ioral science it will be very difficult for teachers, to say nothing of 
laymen, to speak with much assurance about the results of alter- 
native educational policies and practices. We have no choice, 
however, but to start where we now are and develop a disci- 
plined body of educational theory and practice using present 
insights as springboards to progress. Recognition that any edu- 
cational aim should always be viewed as a means-end process 
gives us a bench mark for introducing order into the present 
welter of claims and counterclaims. But there is no substitute for 
careful, persistent effort to understand the nature of education in 
its various aspects. And the ways of viewing education discussed 
in this chapter are intended to be illustrative rather than 
exhaustive. 

It turns out then that, although the proper aims for education 
are a matter of central importance in philosophy of education 
and should logically be introduced early in any systematic study 
of the discipline, conclusions about aims should be conclusions— 
not premises—and, therefore, should not be attempted until after 
at least a preliminary study of the sort of questions that makes up 
the chapter headings of this book. The question of aims will, 
therefore, turn up again and again as various topics are pursued 
and, indeed, if the reader will strive to see each topic in relation 
uw its possible bearings on the question of aims of education he 
will have found a method for preventing philosophic analysis 
and discussion from becoming merely academic. 

* Ibid., p. 60. 
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SUGGESTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL READING 


The classic statement of education as a process of personal develop- 
ment will be found in Dewey’s Democracy and Education, chapter 
IV, The reader should be warned, however, that Dewey’s conception 
of education as growth is not easy to understand. It would help, of 
course, to read the three preceding chapters and at least the four or 
five chapters following it. In any event it should be remembered that 
in this chapter Dewey is concerned primarily with education as a 
Process of personal development rather than with education as a 
sociopolitical institution or as the science of teaching. 

A very useful book for improving one’s understanding of education 
as a sociopolitical institution is William O. Stanley, and others, Social 
Foundations of Education. Part I of this book is titled “The School as 
a Social Institution.” The sociopolitical approach to education has 
been a favored one in recent years and many excellent books are avail- 
able. For example, there is V.T. Thayer, The Role of the School in 
American Society. 

Utilizing a more sociological approach is B.R. Clark, Educating the 
Expert Society. This book, available in paperback, is a “must” for 


those students who have not had the advantage of course-work in 


educational sociology. One may also consult such books as Havighurst 


and Neugarten, Society and Education, or @ book of readings such as 
Meltzer, and others, Education in Society. ‘And for an historical 
*pproach to American education with special attention to the value 
mension, Mason, Educational Ideals in ‘American Society, should be 
helpful, : 
in philosophy of education are 
Weak in their grasp of the historical dimension of the problems encoun- 
tered, This is, no doubt, due in part to the fact that, frequently, 
t with scant attention to the 
nd even courses in history of 
education are sometimes oriented toward questions of educational 
administration and finance rather than toward the development and 
reconstruction of educational ideas and ideals. In addition to Mason’s 
: xok on American education, students may, therefore, find it helpful 
consult books that dip into the European background of our edu- 
cational ideas, Two such books written with special attention to the 
Philosophic dimensions are Thut, The Story of Education, and Bru- 
acher, A History of the Problems of Education. 
Finally, anyone involved in education as a profession should 
come familiar with the nature and operation of the various teachers’ 
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organizations, especially the NEA (National Education Association) , 
the AFT (American Federation of Teachers), and the AAUP (Amer- 
ican Association of University Professors). A critical analysis of Edu- 
cation as a Profession has been written by Myron Lieberman. More 
recently he has written a much shorter and perhaps more provocative 
book called The Future of Public Education. And, of course, various 


publications and journals of these organizations are available in most 
libraries. 


CHAPTER 3 


What Is Philosophy of Education? 


IF THERE ARE many ways of conceiving philosophy and many 
ways of conceiving education, it follows that there must be many, 
many, ways of conceiving philosophy of education. It might 
prove interesting and rewarding to develop systematically the 
possible permutations. For example, if we think of philosophy as 
a content or body of speculation concerning the nature of reality, 
the nature of knowledge, and the nature of value, and of educa- 
tion as a sociopolitical institution, then the philosopher of educa- 
tion could be viewed as having the task of delineating the system 
of schools that would best embody the fundamental philosophic 
Posture of the state. Under this approach one would immediately 
face Aristotle’s question concerning the compatibility of educa- 


tion and the Constitution. 

In recent times this approach has gained significance due to 
the development of modern totalitarian forms of social organiza- 
tion. Hegel was not unaware of the importance of the state pro- 
viding an education based on the principles of Absolute Idealism 
and the question was not overlooked by Nazi Germany and 
Fascist Italy. Hitler discussed education in Mein Kampf, and in 
Italy, Giovanni Gentile, a professional philosopher, was com- 
missioned to explore dialectically the meaning for education of 


the principles of Fascistic social organization. Still more recently 
ed with the development of 


m 
aac persons have been concern 
education as a sociopolitical jnstitution under Communism. This, 


ìn turn, has impelled many to attempt a formulation of the 


correc 3 
orrect forms of education for a de 
51 


mocratic state. 
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On the other hand, suppose we conceive philosophy primarily 
as an activity and education as a process of personal develop- 
ment. The philosopher of education is then confronted with the 
task of bringing to bear upon such problem areas as curriculum, 
discipline, evaluating and reporting student progress, and the 
like, the kind of analysis and synthesis that has characterized the 
activity of the philosopher throughout the ages. Or what would 
be the problems of the philosopher of education if he conceived 
his job as being primarily a matter of exercising philosophic- 
mindedness in developing a theory of education as an applied 
behavioral science? 

In order to reduce the number of topics to be considered, let 
us group the possible combinations, albeit somewhat arbitrarily, 
into four main categories: philosophy and education, philosophy 
in education, philosophy for education, and philosophy of edu- 
cation. Considering each of these in some detail should help us 
gain an over-all view of philosophy of education as an emerging 
area of systematic study in our institutions of higher learning. 


PHILOSOPHY AND EDUCATION 


The idea that philosophy and education are intimately related 
is certainly not new. From at least the time of Plato many out- 
standing philosophers have been concerned with problems of 
education. When we remember that philosophy has traditionally 
studied the nature of reality, knowledge, and value, we see a 
number of obvious connections with education. For example, 
speculation concerning what can be known, what is most worthy 
of being known, and what is the manner of knowing is only ê 
step away from consideration of the proper goals of education 
and the nature of teaching and learning. Or again, when the 
chief emphasis of philosophy has been “The Good Life,” or when, 
with John Dewey, it has been an examination of “The Problems 
of Men,” the intimate connection with problems of education is 
evident. 


When such connections between philosophy and education are 
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emphasized, it has appeared to some that a specific philosophy of 
education is a derivative of a particular philosophy. Were not 
Plato’s proposals for education derived from his philosophy— 
that is, from his views concerning the nature of reality, knowl- 
edge, and value? If this is so, then to the extent that a philosophy 
differs from that of Plato, one would expect that from it differing 
proposals for education could be derived. It thus becomes pos- 
sible for the philosopher of education to devote himself to careful 
study of the great philosophers, noting what they have said about 
education and, wherein the philosopher has neglected to do so, 
supplying the kind of educational proposals that seem to be con- 
sistent with the basic philosophy. The philosopher of education 
thus becomes a specialist or expert in the meaning for education 
of the world’s great systems of philosophy. 

When one actually undertakes such a specialized study, how- 
ever, certain difficulties arise. In the first place, philosophers 
who have discussed problems of education have generally not 
been very explicit about just how their educational proposals are 
derived from their philosophy. What are the rules for deriving a 
statement about education from a series of statements about the 
nature of reality or of knowledge or of value? If philosophies 
were constructed as deductive systems, as, for example, a system 
of geometry, then one could explore the question of what new or 
different theorems would follow from a change in one or more of 
the basic postulates. But this is not the case. So the philosopher 
of education is not able to say, with any great assurance, just 


what this or that philosopher would have said about certain 
problems of education had he decided to consider such a topic. 

A second difficulty underlies the first. The various philosophies 
are not really alternate isomorphic systems presenting differing 
answers tO a common set of questions. On:the contrary, it is fre- 
quently the case that philosophers may be differentiated in terms 
of the different questions they select for emphasis or the differ- 
ing ways they formulate the basic problems. And, of course, 
e been only more or less comprehen- 


individual philosophers hav: 
sive. Some have devoted themselves primarily to metaphysics, 
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others have written largely on questions of social or political 
philosophy, still others have concerned themselves mainly with, 
say, esthetics. It is impossible, therefore, to select a representa- 
tive list of the great philosophers and show systematically how 
differing philosophies of education may be derived from their 
work. 

It has occurred to many persons that it might be more prom- 
ising to explore the meaning for education of the various schools 
of philosophy rather than the educational bearings of the work of 
individual philosophers. In cases where a philosopher has writ- 
ten in detail about education he could be viewed as a spokesman 
for the school of philosophy with which his views in philosophy 
are usually identified. Such an approach would thus, at least 
partially, remove the second difficulty mentioned above. Under 
this approach a new difficulty arises, however. Schools of philos- 
ophy span the ages but observations about education frequently 
have a time-and-place quality to them. This is true not only 
because the philosopher is more likely to be thinking about 
specific problems of his own age and culture when discussing 
education, than when discussing philosophy proper, but also 
because his educational proposals usually include much more 
than his basic philosophic posture. Discussion about education, 
in addition to reflecting one’s philosophic orientation, generally 
reflects one’s understanding, or misunderstanding, of matters 
that fall within the province of psychology, sociology, cultural 
anthropology, and the like. Thus it is that educational proposals 
frequently become “dated” in a way that more fundamental 
philosophic discussion does not. 

Many interesting illustrations of this point could be cited. For 
example, in discussing the meaning for education of modern 
idealism, many scholars will select the writings of W. T. Harris, 
who was an influential and articulate spokesman in both philos- 
ophy and education in this country at the end of the nineteenth 
century. In discussing school discipline, Harris, taking his lead 
from Kant, spoke of “four cardinal duties in the schoolroom— 
regularity, punctuality, silence, and industry.” He went on to say: 
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The general form of all school work is that of obedience. The will of 
the pupil comes into relation with the will of the teacher and yields to 
its sway. The will of the pupil inhibits its own wayward impulses, 
suppresses them, and supplants them by a higher rational will. In the 
act of obedience to a higher will the pupil becomes conscious of 
responsibility. Responsibility implies a sense of freedom. The child 
becomes conscious of its ability to accept or refuse—to obey or dis- 
obey. It becomes conscious of its power to originate actions and to 
give a new form to the chain of causation in which it finds itself. The 
great fact in the schoolroom is that the pupil is held responsible at 
each and every moment for all that he does. If he forgets himself and 
uses his voice, if he whispers, if he moves from his seat, if he pushes a 
book off his desk by accident, all these things are brought back to him 
at once by the presiding teacher. He is responsible not only for posi- 
tive acts but also for neglect. Whatever he does or whatever he leaves 
undone is his business; this is justly regarded as the most potent means 
of ethical instruction.”" 


Some twenty-five years later, Professor Horne, who would cer- 
tainly be classed in the same general school of philosophy, prob- 
ably found these remarks about discipline at least a trifle 
i aaa Horne had this to say about “breaking a child’s 
will,” 


It is better not to join this issue, not to conquer a child, Anticipate 
yourself in advance 


the issue; if the matter be important, decide it : 
efore allowing the child to reach or state his decision; if the matter 1s 
pat Over-important, leave him to decide for himself; even at some risk. 
fin an important matter the child’s will is fixed, do not so much cross 
as circumvent him. Children raised in abject submission to parents 
come tyrants as adults; those whose wills were never broken, whose 
Spirits were never crushed within them, make forceful and resolute 
Characters. If you would make weak and irresolute men and women, 


Teak their wills as children.” 


In less than another thirty years, Professor Butler, speaking 
from the same general philosophic orientation, and recognizing 
the importance of the same basic concerns about free will, moral 


' W. T. Harris, “ < ioline” The Third Yearbook of the National 
- T. Harris, “School Discipline,” The Thira i 
Herbart Society, University of Chicago Press, 1897, pp- 65-66. 

p ee H. Horne, Idealism in Education, Macmillan, New York, 1923, 
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responsibility, and the like, nevertheless urged greater “permis- 
siveness” when dealing with children. 


All of these considerations regarding the relation of axiology and 
education seem to me to point in the direction of an educational insti- 
tution which is predominately permissive in relation to the value deci- 
sions of growing children and youth. The schools should freely 
provide opportunity for value consideration, decision, and realization; 
they should not withhold consideration, predetermine or force value 
decisions, and then expect realization to go on within this predisposed 
framework. . . . 

While of course there are many decisions about the education | of 
their children which must be made by parents, by elected authorities, 
by administrators, and by teachers, there are also many decisions to 
be made by pupils which are an essential part of education and apart 
from which genuinely educative activity cannot go on. I am often sur- 
prised at the number and extent of decisions it is commonly assumed 
that parents, teachers, administrators, and school officials must make. 
Many of these decisions, it seems to me, are going to be remade by the 
pupils. And I believe that most decisions which call for review by the 
pupils are rightly pupil decisions in the first instance anway. The value 
concerns of growing children and youth call for such indigenous deci- 
sions by them, and regarding these our schools should be more per- 
missive than dominant. . . . 

The teacher must never feel his own importance, but at the same 
time he can never underestimate his relation with his pupils. . . . It is 
the free response of the learner which is sought throughout the pro- 
cess, Imitative activities, if not abused, provide one channel through 
which this initiative may struggle into realization; interested applica- 
tion and effortful application are other means; and on occasion an 
externally imposed discipline may be a necessary reinforcement of 

ese means to the birth of true initiative,3 


It is clear, of course, that, although these quotations are not 
directed to precisely the same pedagogical points, nevertheless 
there are striking differences in the kind of classroom situations 
they cause a reader to visualize. The point to be noted is that the 
words of each man reflect not only the basic idealist position but 
also reflect the social-psychological insights of the time, namely; 


* Donald Butler, Four Phi 


n losophies and Their Practice in Education and 
Religion, rev. ed., Harper, N 


ew York, 1957, pp. 578-582. 
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nineteen hundred, the nineteen twenties, and the nineteen 
fifties. 

Many other difficulties are involved in a study of philosophy 
and education. If one is to explore the meaning for education of 
various schools of philosophy what particular classifications 
should be used? For example, in a standard handbook in the 
History of Philosophy* there is an appendix that presents 
“Schools of Philosophy and Their Adherents.” More than fifty 
major classifications are offered, running from absolutism, agnos- 
ticism, altruism... to... + transcendentalism, utilitarianism, 
voluntarism. Most of the important philosophers are listed sev- 
eral times. Which listing is the important one for education? 
Hegel, for example, is said to be an adherent of absolutism, of 
evolutionism, of idealism, and of rationalism. As an absolutist, 
Hegel appears in the company of men such as Plato, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Fichte. But as an evolutionist, these three com- 
Panions drop out, being replaced by men such as Comte, Spen- 
cer, and Nietzsche. As an idealist, Hegel is rejoined by Plato and 
Fichte, but Aquinas, Comte, Spencer, and Nietzsche are now all 
absent. Room is thus made for Berkeley and Royce. Finally, as a 
rationalist, all of the former companions, save Plato, are missing 
and Hegel is now in the company of such diverse thinkers as 
Aristotle, Descartes, and Duns Scotus. 

This is a confusing situation. Typically, specialists in philoso- 
Phy and education have employed such blanket classifications as 
idealism, realism, and pragmatism, adding occasionally, scho- 
lasticism and naturalism, and more recently, logical empiricism 
and existentialism. Such an approach appears rather arbitrary, to 
Say the least, and one wonders whether this manner of classifying 
results in more harm than benefit, especially with beginning 
Students, 

In order to avoid the oversimplification that almost inevitably 
accompanies the use of blanket labels, some students of philoso- 
Phy and education have posed one or more basic questions 


Ne Albert E. Avey, Handbook in the History of Philosophy, Barnes & Noble, 
ew York, 1954. j 
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whose relevance for both philosophy and education can be 
quickly demonstrated. For example, “What is the nature of 
mind?” Philosophers may then be grouped according to their 
theories of mind. Such classifications as the following might 
occur: Mind as Substance; Mind as Process; Mind as Function. 
The bearings of a theory of mind upon the proposals made for 
education may then be carefully explored. 

A somewhat similar approach in philosophy and education is 
to select some question such as “What is the sociopolitical func- 
tion of education?” Group the answers that have been made over 
the years into, say, conservative, liberal, reactionary, and radical, 
then study the ontological, epistemological, and axiological 
underpinnings of each group of answers. Such an approach can 
be very interesting, if for no reason other than that it forces stu- 
dents to rethink all the nice classifications to which they have 
grown accustomed under other approaches. In such a study it 
turns out, however, that many of the traditionally important 
questions concerning the nature of reality, the nature of knowl- 
edge, and the nature of value tend to blur while historical clas- 
sifications emerge. It appears that reactionaries in educational 
theory are drawing their insights from ancient and medieval 
philosophy, conservatives draw from modern philosophy ( begin- 
ning with, say, Descartes), liberals are inspired by contemporary 
philosophy (notably Whitehead and Dewey), and the radicals 
(that is, ultraliberals) draw from selected avant-garde thinkers 
(usually a curious mixture of pragmatism, positivism, and exis- 
tentialism, plus some philosophically unidentified influences 
from social-psychology, cultural anthropology, and the sociology 
of knowledge). 

Nothing that has been said should be construed to mean that 
philosophy of education as philosophy and education is a com- 
pletely misconceived or unrewarding affair. In spite of the many 
pitfalls involved in this approach, the fact remains that many of 
the problems of systematic philosophy are intimately related to 
education. A systematic study of philosophy and education can, 
therefore, be a source of enlightenment to the serious student of 
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either discipline. And, as a matter of fact, this is the most com- 
mon approach to philosophy of education. Because of its tre- 
mendous complexities and subtle pitfalls it is doubtful, however, 
whether it is the most fruitful approach for the beginning stu- 
dent of either philosophy or education. 


PHILOSOPHY IN EDUCATION 


When philosophy is viewed as philosophizing, then the phi- 
losopher of education is concerned with putting this activity to 
work in the field of education. Since, as we have seen, education 
may be viewed in various ways, philosophizing about education 
may take many forms. For example, philosophic analysis and 
synthesis may be directed primarily toward education as a socio- 
political institution. On the other hand, it could be concerned 
chiefly with building a comprehensive view of the nature of edu- 
cation as a process of personal development. Whatever the focus 
of attention may be, philosophy in education is the attempt to 
view education in the comprehensive, penetrating, and flexible 
manner that has characterized the philosophic approach regard- 
less of the problem area. 

Sometimes a course that attempts philosophy in education is 
taught through the use of a series of case studies. Problems that 
may typically arise in classroom, school, and community are pre- 
sented, and the ways in which teachers A, B, and C dealt with 
the problems are described. Students are then encouraged to 
analyze these cases and speculate concerning the underlying 
assumptions of each teacher. This can certainly be a thought- 
Provoking experience and can lead to valuable insights about 
both the causes and grounds for actual behavior. No doubt it can 
also contribute to development of the ability and the inclination 
On the part of students to be more thoughtful and comprehensive 
in their approach to similar problems when they confront them 
as Practicing teachers or administrators. 


This approach can, of course, be carried to absurd extremes. I 


have heard of college instructors who have taken their students 
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on visits to nearby schools in order to observe various teachers in 
action. The students are then required to write “observation 
reports” in which they conclude that because teacher A did and 
said such and such she must be a realist, while teacher B is an 
idealist and teacher C a pragmatist. 

In considering philosophy and education we noted that it is 
very difficult to demonstrate a one-to-one relation between a 
systematic philosophy and specific educational procedures. Even 
if, however, one could establish that a certain viewpoint in phi- 
losophy implies a certain educational practice, it would not be 
safe to assume that the presence of this practice necessarily indi- 
cates a commitment to that particular view in philosophy. It is 
one thing to point out that if, for example, mind is conceived in 
a certain way then such and such procedures in education would 
seem to be indicated. It is logically quite another thing to say 
that if such and such proposals for education are made they must 
be based on a certain conception of mind. This is known as the 
fallacy of affirming the consequent. If one believes that the mind 
is made up of faculties, such as reason, memory, and will, then it 
seems reasonable to anticipate a more or less automatic transfer 
of training. That is, if the faculty of reason were exercised oF 
strengthened through a rigorous study of, say, mathematics, then 
one would expect an improved ability to reason about say, social 
problems. It is one thing to say all this; it is a formal fallacy, how- 
ever, to say that because a person believes that under certain 
circumstances some transfer of training may take place he 
necessarily believes the mind is made up of faculties. 

A more sophisticated approach to philosophy in education is 
the attempt to help students develop insight into the compre- 
hensiveness, penetratation, and flexibility displayed by the phi- 
losophic-minded person as he attacks problems of education in 
contrast to the behavior of the person who attempts to solve the 
same problems on the level of tradition, expediency, or narrow 
common sense. Under this approach both case studies and actual 
observation may be used but no special attempt is made to clas- 
sify, except perhaps in the sense of noting that various ways of 


WHAT IS PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION? 61 
ae with problems exhibit more or less philosophic-minded- 
ie of the advantages of this kind of study is that it may spur 
A nts into reading much more widely than is typically the 
és " among, students of education. They may become interested 
Soe how first-rate minds from Plato to Whitehead have 
a educational problems. They may also, perhaps for the 
oo me, become truly interested in the historical, political, and 
: al aspects of certain of today’s pressing educational problems 
oe order to display some comprehensiveness, penetration, and 
es in the analyses and proposals that they put forward 
ie pas as class assignments. Thus it is that the same readings 
i T may have appeared dull and academic under the philos- 
tg and education approach may suddenly seem more alive 
relevant when pursued in search of insight into an actual 
gee problem that the student accepts as important to 
At a more advanced level, philosophy may be put to work in 
education through courses that undertake an analysis of more 
complex problems. Such topics as the nature of reflective think- 
"ig or the meaning of democracy have frequently been selected. 
n any event, the attempt to bring the spirit and methods of phi- 
t problems of education 


losophy to bear upon important presen! 
certainly falls within the finest traditions of the discipline. More- 


Over, since this tradition has never been content merely to 
analyze, but to analyze in order to develop a more adequate 
Synthesis, this approach to philosophy of education is intended to 
pen a difference in the conduct of education by helping pre- 

ice and inservice teachers attain a more adequate under- 
standing of the problems of education. 


PHILOSOPHY FOR EDUCATION 
aot articles or books that could be classified as writings in 
Pailosophy of education are made up of several types of observa- 
ions and comment running from specific proposals for school 
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practice and policy to a philosophic analysis of various educa- 
tional problems. Such writing usually involves some comment 
upon the historical setting of the points at issue and frequently 
involves considerable logical, psychological, and sociological 
analysis and argument. All of this is commonly interspersed with 
some more or less philosophic observations about things in gen- 
eral—about the nature of man, of society, of democracy, or what 
not. 

A little later we shall note that it is possible to differentiate 
among philosophy of education, educational theory, educational 
policy, and educational practice, and that it may be wise to do 
so and to note, more carefully than has generally been custom- 
ary, what aspect is being talked about at each point in our read- 
ing, writing, or discussing of education. But for now let us note, 
first, that such distinctions are not usually clearly drawn and, 
second, that most who write about education, no matter what 
they start out to do, usually cannot resist making a number of 
proposals or suggestions for educational policies and practice. 
Whether the proposals are mostly about practice or about policy 
or about theory or about philosophy, if they are at all numerous 
and comprehensive, they are frequently referred to as “A 
Philosophy of Education,” meaning, of course, a philosophy for 
education. 

Some books discuss various aspects of philosophy, theory, 
policy, and practice frankly using such titles as Philosophy for 
American Education or more commonly a less direct title such as 
Democracy and Education, Education and the Democratic 
Faith, or The Ideal and the Community. Even in the case of 
books of more modest scope, addressed to a limited aspect of the 
field of philosophy of education, say, a study of certain philoso- 
phic systems and their bearing on education or an analysis of 
modern versus traditional practices, it is still common to include 
a last chapter entitled “This I Believe,” or “An Outline for @ 
Philosophy of Education,” or “A Theory of Democratic 
Education.” 


Anyone who makes a careful study of education is likely to 
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develop ideas that seem good enough to pass along to others in 
the hope of contributing to the improvement of educational prac- 
tice. This is as it should be. Trouble arises because having con- 
fused philosophy, theory, policy, and practice, we either forget 

(or have never fully grasped) that in a plural culture we should 
prize more highly the conditions that permit and encourage a 
diversity of philosophic opinion than any particular opinion, 
even one of superlative quality, or else we are likely to imagine 
that the only thing that prevents a certain set of suggestions 
being adopted as the philosophy for American education is that 
some people are still uninformed or stubborn about recent 
developments in the physical and behavioral sciences or else 
that they are simply antidemocratic. 

Each of these charges obviously needs considerable explora- 
tion. Involved here are questions about the nature of science and 
the nature of democracy that will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 
9 respectively, but the meaning of philosophy and of theory in 
Contrast to policy and practice may now be explored. 


Educational Theory 

at teachers as well as laymen fre- 
ns in thinking about education, 
as ends in themselves. The 


We have previously noted th 
quently confuse ends and mea 
and often set up intermediate ends 
basic difficulty is that educational policy and practice is not for- 
mulated in the light of any clear and comprehensive theory of 
education, What is a theory? Even within scientific discussion, no 
Single meaning for this term is accepted by all. The basic or root 
Meaning in all correct usage, however, involves the idea of a 
Way of looking at something, that is, a point of view or a con- 
ceptual scheme. A theory is a plan for seeing, ordering, and 
Speculating about various phenomena or experiences. Frequently 
a distinction is drawn between descriptive theory and normative 
theory. A descriptive theory is a scheme for seeing and thinking 
about what is; a normative theory is a scheme for seeing and 


thinking about what ought to be. 


Later we shall see that such a distinction is overly simple. 
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When we consider the nature of science we shall find, for 
example, that even those theories that are deliberately con- 
structed to be only descriptive nevertheless contain normative 
elements. But for the present the distinction may be useful for 
calling attention once again to an appropriate difference between 
theories designed for research disciplines, such as physics or 
psychology, and theories designed for the directing of disciplined 
practices, such as medicine or education. In the first case the 
theory is designed to enable one to understand certain objects 
and relations encountered in the field of study and to see how to 
go about extending and refining this understanding—in short, to 
push at the frontiers of knowledge. In the second case, theory 
that is appropriately designed for the practitioner should enable 
him to see how knowledge developed in the foundational disci- 
plines relates to his problems and how to utilize this knowledge 
for moving what is in the direction of what ought to be. In other 
words, a theory of education must, by the nature of the enter- 
prise, be normative as well as descriptive. 

What should a theory of education be about, i.e., what sorts of 
things should be described and what manner of norms should be 
provided? Certainly a theory of education should describe educa- 
tion. It should provide a set of categories and classifications for 
seeing and thinking about education. But we saw in Chapter 2 
that there is more than one appropriate and important way of 
looking at education. If we tentatively accept the ways discussed 
in Chapter 2, we could then say that a theory of education 
should provide a conceptual scheme for understanding educa- 
tion as a process of personal development, as a sociopolitical 
institution, and as the art and science of teaching. Moreover, the 
theory should enable us in each case to see and think about what 
ought to be as well as what is. 

Such a theory cannot, of course, stand in isolation. The educa- 
tor is not the only person concerned about processes of personal 
development, sociopolitical institutions, or behavioral science. 
Fortunately much is already known about these matters and the 
frontiers of knowledge are being explored in the light of theories 
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developed in the various research disciplines that study human 
behavior, including processes of personal development and the 
forming and transforming of sociopolitical institutions. Hence, a 
theory of education should provide not only several systematic, 
and systematically related, ways of viewing education but it 
should also relate such conceptualization to the scientific 
knowledge developed by education’s foundational disciplines. 
It follows, of course, that an adequate theory of education will 
contain, or it will be the foundation for, various subtheories, such 
as curriculum theory, theory of educational administration, 
theory of educational economics and finance, theory of school 
plant construction, and so forth. It will also contain, or be the 
foundation for, subtheories of another type, such as theory of 
learning, theory of motivation, theory of personality develop- 
ment, and subtheories of still other types such as theory of 
teaching, theory of classroom control, theory of evaluating and 
reporting student progress, etc. It is clear that the way one 
divides and subdivides is more OF less arbitrary, although it 
would seem less so if we actually had a well-developed theory 
of education that enabled us to see such relationships more 


Systematically. 

Tt also appears that certain of the subtheories should fall 
largely if not wholly within one or another of the foundational 
disciplines. For example, perhaps a theory of learning should be 
a part of psychology, and theory of educational economics and 
finance should be part of economics. If, however, we recall the 


discussion in Chapter 2 of education as an applied behavioral 


science we should hesitate before jumping to such a conclusion. 


In any event, a theory of education should be concerned not 
Only with how schools may be financed but with how they 
should be financed, just as it must be concerned with what and 
how children should learn as well as with what and how they 
may and do learn. 

To summarize, an educ 
Ceptual scheme that enables one 
Normative statements about educ: 


ational theory is @ systematic con- 
to formulate descriptive and 
ation, about how scientific 
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knowledge may be applied to educational problems and how 
conflicting proposals for education may be subjected to orderly 
inquiry and adjudication. How then does educational theory 
differ from educational policy and practice? 


Educational Policy 


The term policy carries two somewhat conflicting root mean- 
ings both of which are involved in the meaning of educational 
policy. The first meaning has to do with displaying or making 
explicit what is involved in a contract or set of basic principles 
(as, for example, an insurance policy). The second meaning 
carries the connotation of agreement or compromise reached in 
the light of the exigencies of a particular situation, in contrast to 
an agreement based entirely on abstract principles. A policy is 
thus the means for giving contextually operational meaning to 
statements formulated on a theoretical base. 

Without clearly understood policies, practice tends to be 
either paralyzed or impulsive. It takes time to think through the 
meaning of a theory for the various shifting circumstances that 
arise and, indeed, it is not to be expected that all practitioners 
will be well enough grounded in basic theory to accomplish 
such a task, A good policy thus serves the practitioner as a more 
accessible reference point enabling decisions to be made with 
greater dispatch and surety than would be possible were it nec- 
essary to refer every decision directly to basic theory. On the 
other hand, policy also prevents the singularities of the moment 
from running away with the decision. It prevents practice 
becoming chaotic or developing along tangents that are 
incompatible with basic principles. 

Educational policy obviously exists on many levels, from 
pronouncements by national commissions to informal agreements 
at the local school or school district. In every case, however, 4 
statement that is truly a policy statement will exhibit the char- 
acteristics of a mediatory instrument. It will reflect the influence 
of both educational theory and the pressing circumstances of 
specific time and place, Educational policy thus frequently 
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involves a compromise between theoretical norms and what is 
thought to be presently feasible. 


Educational Practice 


In contrast to both theory and policy, statements about edu- 
cational practice should, ideally, be restricted to scientifically 
controlled descriptions and judgments about the various behav- 
iors and experiences involved in the educational enterprise. It is 
such carefully controlled statements that, on the one hand, con- 
tribute to modification and refinement of educational theory and, 
on the other hand, enable one to make a more adequate assess- 
ment of what is actually feasible under a given set of circum- 
stances. One of our present difficulties is that, lacking a carefully 
formulated theory of education, discussion of practice tends to 
be either a series of uncontrolled, nonsystematic (and hence 
doubtful and even confusing) empirical generalizations, or a 
Series of exhortations and suggestions offered without empirical 
evidence. Many such suggestions develop wide popular support 
and therefore become one more complicating factor that must 
be considered as educational policies are formulated. 

The expression “philosophy of education” (meaning philoso- 
phy for education) is frequently used in reference to any or all 
Points of the theory-policy-practice system of discourse. The 
three most common uses, however, are at the point of normative 
theory, the point of “high level” policy, and in reference to that 
curious and truncated mixture of statements of theory, policy, 
and practice known as “a school philosophy.” More disciplined 
Usage would restrict the expression to the value assumptions 
(and their theoretical elaboration ) of the normative theory. And 
in a democratic society there seems to be no good reason why 
any one occupational group such as philosophers or philosophers 
of education, should be privileged to dictate these value assump- 
tions. On the other hand, because © 
Philosophers of education should b 


theory for the systematic understandin 
x value structures. It is in this sense 


e expected to develop a 
g, in relation to education, 


Of our ; 
Ë our free society's comple 
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only that it is the special responsibility of the philosopher of 
education to tell us what education ought to do. 

In any event, there appears to be an increasing disenchant- 
ment with philosophy of education as philosophy for education. 
In an age in which development of both theoretical science and 
technology are rapidly accelerating and in which the importance 
of education is increasingly recognized, it is to be expected that 
education, as a field of study, will become increasingly special- 
ized and systematically disciplined. Nor is it likely, in such an 
age, that the term philosophy will be needed to lend either 
academic respectability or popular appeal to a serious and 
competent discussion of educational problems at any level of the 
theory-policy-practice spectrum. 


PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 


There is a growing tendency among philosophers of education 
to adopt the attitude and procedures of the philosophers of 
science. There are many reasons for this tendency. In the twen- 
tieth century, science has increasingly tended to dominate the 
intellectual and imaginative life of man. This corresponds 
roughly to a similar domination by commerce and exploration in 
the sixteenth century, theology and religion in the middle ages: 
and political organization in classical times. Throughout the ages 
philosophy has generally reflected the dominant interests and 
concerns of man, It is not surprising that in our time philosophy 
of science has emerged as an important discipline or field © 
study. 

Philosophy of science is the disciplined study of the nature of 
science and this includes, of course, questions about the relation 
of science and philosophy, science and art, science and commo”? 
sense, and the like. There is much disagreement and controversy 
in this field of study but there seems to be general agreement 
that it is not the business of this discipline to develop a philoso- 
phy for science. It is possible, of course, that such an approach 
could develop in the future, especially if the conduct of science 
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should come under widespread public criticism. But for the 
Present, philosophers of science, for the most part, limit 
themselves to a study of the nature of the enterprise. 

As philosophy of science has gained greater emphasis in 
departments of philosophy, students studying philosophy as pre- 
Paration for a career in philosophy of education have become 
increasingly impressed with the methods of this discipline. 
Moreover, as science has expanded its domination of all human 
affairs, including education, the philosopher of education, 
Tegardless of his formal preparation, has had little choice but to 
Struggle to understand the nature of this dominating influence. 
Finally, as greater recognition of the importance of education 
develops (and in the next century it may be education rather 
than science that dominates the intellectual and imaginative life 
of man) there is growing pressure for the development of phi- 
losophy of education as a more or less independent disciplined 
area of study comparable to philosophy of science. 

k There are many reasons, however, why philosophy of science 
ìs an inadequate model for philosophy of education. In the first 
place, the various “philosophies of” (philosophy of science, phi- 
losophy of history, philosophy of medicine, philosophy of law, 
P ilosophy of education, etc.) are not parallel subdivisions of 
Philosophy proper, and each has developed its own distinctive 
characteristics, The dissimilarities that exist are at least as great 
as the dissimilarities of the various sciences (that is, physics, 
iology, psychology, etc.). Moreover, since education is more 
ar comparable to, say, medicine or law, one would expect, 
say, Philosophy of medicine to provide a better model for 
Philosophy of education. 


at has actually happened, however, 
Ment of philosophy of science has contributed to a changed con- 


Ception of philosophy itself and thus, indirectly, philosophy of 
Science is causing ferment and change within each of the various 
Philosophies of.” It is this indirectly induced ferment in philoso- 
Phy of education that accounts for the emphasis we may call 


Philosophy of education. 


is that the develop- 
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One of the functions that philosophy of education may per- 
form is the analysis of education into its most significant aspects 
as a basis for the development of educational theory. Moreover, 
philosophy of education may delineate the proper subdivisions 
and areas of specialization within the larger emerging discipline 
of philosophy of education. This is to say that it is philosophy of 
education that analyzes the total discipline into such divisions as 
philosophy and education, philosophy in education, philosophy 
for education, and philosophy of education. 

In short, the first three chapters of this book may be con- 
sidered an attempt at philosophy of education. But it is merely 
that—only an attempt. If our guess is correct, it is this approach 
that represents, at present, the most viable edge of the larger 
discipline. If it does develop, early attempts are destined to 
appear crude. And if they are not to appear foolish as well, they 
should avoid premature projections about what will or will not 
be included for study, how it should be studied, and what the 
value of such study will turn out to be. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR ÅDDITIONAL READING 


Many of the standard textbooks in philosophy of education contain 
sections addressed to the general question of the nature and function 
of this discipline or field of study. Students frequently find the follow- 
ing especially helpful: Chapter I in Kilpatrick, Philosophy of Educa- 
tion; pages 11-19 in Broudy, Building a Philosophy of Education: 
chapter I in Brubacher, Modern Philosophies of Education; and pages 
14-19 in Phenix, Philosophy of Education. For a brief review of the 
historical development of Philosophy of education see chapter V i? 
Brubacher, A History of the Problems of Education. 

One of the ways to discover what philosophy of education is, is to 
study the articles written by present-day professionals in the disci- 
pline. In other words, one could say that philosophy of education 35 
what philosophers of education do. The two journals devoted espe- 
cially to this area of study are: Educational Theory and Studies in 
Philosophy and Education. Students will find it worthwhile to browse 
in these journals, There are also some books of readings available, for 
example, Joe Park (editor), The Philosophy of Education and Burns 
and Brauner (editors) Philosophy of Education. 

While the beginning student will probably not read extensively i 
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aaa = four approaches to philosophy of education described in 
helpful te a brief list of some of the better known texts may prove 
= te pace a that the classifications developed in this chap- 
AÀ tet acto, that is, they were developed after most of the books 
tended t were written, and remembering that most books are 
hig ia z a more than one purpose or function, the follow- 
Besson ok c] assifying these texts appears to be consistent with the 
n in this chapter: 


PuiLosorny and EDUCATION 


Dig How We Learn 
Soniye Philosophies of Education in Cultural Perspective 
to Four Philosophies and Their Practice in Education and Reli- 
H i 
werd (editor), Modern Philosophies and Education 
W rris, Philosophy and the American School 
ynne, Theories of Education 


PuLosopHy in EDUCATION 


pakenin Getting Down to Cases 
mh Modern Philosophies of Education 
ag Democracy and Education 
Hulla How We Think 
aa and Smith, Reflective Thinking: The Method of Education 
se Educational Ideals in American Society 
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pas, Democratic Educational Theory 
Braneta The Ideal and the Community 

kas > Toward a Reconstructed Philosophy of Education 
Riita Philosophy for American Education 

even a Philosophy of Education 

ma Philosophy of Education for Our Time 
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CHAPTER 4 


What Is Knowledge? 


Ir HAS BEEN sam that education implies teaching and teaching 
implies knowledge. Many of us would not object to this. When it 
is said further, however, that knowledge implies truth and truth 
is everywhere the same, then serious questions arise concerning 
the nature of truth, of knowledge, and, indeed, of teaching and 
education. We have seen that there are many ways of conceiving 
education so we may anticipate a variety of views concerning the 
truth and knowledge that education is said to imply. 


KNOWLEDGE AS INTENSE BELIEF 


When we consider the ways in which we use expressions such 
as “I believe such and such is the case” and “I know such and 
such is the case,” we discover that the things we believe lie along 
a continuum running from the extremely doubtful to the certain 
or indubitable. If we were to voice our beliefs in succession from 
the least certain to the most certain we might start with expres- 
sions such as “It is barely possible that . . .”, and finally, at some 
point well beyond the middle of the range, we should find our- 
selves saying “I know that. . . .” Moreover, a little further 
analysis would reveal that the locus of dubiousness is usually 
subjective. 


For example, I may say that I believe Mexico City is south of 


*A statement made by Robert M. Hutchins, The Higher Learning i” 
America, Yale University Press, 1936, p. 67. 
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Honolulu but I know Mexico City is south of Los Angeles. It is 
clear that I am no less certain about the stability of location in 
the case of Honolulu than in the case of Mexico City and Los 
Angeles, What I am uncertain about is the accuracy and extent 
of my own geographic information. It turns out then that what I 
call knowledge is simply my own state of believing, untroubled 
by doubt. 
But what do I mean by a state of believing? It is clear that 
much more is involved here than linguistic expression or even 
a state of mind.” As I think about some of the things I know, it 
appears that many matters of which I am most certain are the 
very things I have never verbalized or even thought about. It 
Now occurs to me, for example, that I am quite sure the back of 
my head is several inches behind my eyebrows. I am also rea- 
Sonably certain that I have never thought about this before. Yet 
T have acted upon this piece of knowledge every time I have 
combed my hair. It seems, therefore, that believing is physical as 
well as mental—believing is willingness to act. 
How do such psychophysical states come about? When we 
Observe the human infant we note its helplessness and its aim- 
less movements. There appear to be relatively few built-in 
responses, A light touch on the lips causes a sucking reaction, a 
Puff of air on the eye causes & blink, and the like. In the case of 
a human infant there is evidently just about enough reflex action, 
Sensorimotor schemata, or programing to provide for survival 
ma highly protective and beneficent environment and to serve 
as a base for the development, through transaction with the 
which enable the 


child to survive in gradually less bene 
Visions that are made for the infant's survival not only set up 
what amounts to a classical conditioning situation, but they 
transform the original reflexive actions into more generalized, 
Coordinated, and differentiated programs: In other words, the 
Process consists not merely of adding something to original and 
fixed hereditary schemata which continue to function in their 
Original form, but the initial patterns are; themselves, reorgan- 
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ized and reconstructed. Thus it is that in learning from exper- 
ience the human child learns how to learn? 

It is likely, of course, that typical fond parents, watching 
every movement of their child, imagine and project considerably 
more purposefulness than is actually there. Nevertheless, it is 
clear that in even the early months the child does learn and that 
his development is more than simple maturation—more than an 
unfolding of preformed traits. The patterns or schemata oF 
responses that are developed soon take on a dynamic and pur- 
posive (or at least intentional) quality so that long before the 
child is able to speak he may be said to believe many things. He 
is willing to act in certain ways rather than in others. 

Sometimes people deliberately try to condition other people. 
Parents may consistently slap the child’s hand and say “No, No!” 
whenever he reaches for one of those breakable prized objects 
that are found in most homes, and teachers sometimes bestow 
upon students certain unmistakable looks of approval or dis- 
approval as reward or punishment for various types of classroom 
behavior. Even deans or employers have been known to try the 
same tactics in office or staff meetings. But for the most part we 
establish relationships of meaning, and hence beliefs, not as 2 
result of formal conditioning but as the result of more complex 
transactions involving more or less thoughtful exploration of 
meaning. The nature of our physical-social environment is such 
that it is almost inevitable that we come to believe many things 
even though no one has deliberately tried to teach us. All about 
us we observe people behaving in certain ways and when we 
behave in similar fashion life runs smoothly. There is no occasion 
to doubt. Certain ways of acting thus become habitual. 

Habits stand in a double relationship to belief. On the one 
hand, since a habit is willingness to act, it may be viewed directly 
as a belief—usually a rather complex belief. On the other hand, 
since a habit functions as a program or strategy for dealing with 


? For a helpful review of what is now known about the way in bat 
human intelligence develops through experience, sce J. McV. Hunt, Intelli 
gence and Experience, Ronald, New York, 1961. 
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the environment, it may be viewed as a set or screen that inter- 
venes or mediates between past and present experiencing. It 
follows that habits may then be considered the structures that 
process, form, and make available for action the individual’s 
beliefs, When a simple belief (say the belief that some particular 
item of information is true) remains in an isolated or peripheral 
state with respect to an individual's habits, the belief tends to be 
ephemeral. When a belief is processed, structured, and incor- 
porated by and into one’s habits, then we may anticipate that 
changes in behavior will occur and conclude that significant 


learning has taken place. 


KNOWLEDGE AS PATTERNS OF MEANING 


We seldom talk about the things we know unless some person 
or situation casts the shadow of doubt on a belief. If life always 
ran smoothly on the level of nonverbalized patterns of belief, it 
is hard to imagine how language, beyond a few grunts of satis- 
faction, could ever have been invented. But, when our habitual 


Ways of acting run into a snag, then we hesitate and, in effect, 


Question the adequacy or truth of relevant belief patterns. For- 
tion his beliefs, that is, 


tunately, a human being can literally ques 
he can verbalize beliefs and explore, through rational discourse, 
Various combinations of meaning. He may thus avoid some of the 
errors that would attend a series of thoughtless, overt trials. Man 
1S capable of constructing alternate hypothetical patterns of 
Meaning and selecting only the most promising for overt test. 
: hrough language, men cooperate in the construction and test- 
ing of meaning and then they record and teach, formally and 
informally, what has turned out to be “the truth.” 

The dictionary says that knowledge is @ clear perception of 
truth, So far, we have seen that each of us recognizes that our 
individual perception of various matters runs from the obscure 
to the very clear. As long as We remain at the level of nonver- 

alized beliefs, intensity of belief is a matter of effectiveness of 
the formal or aoma. conditioning processes we have under- 
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gone. When, however, beliefs (or knowledge or perceptions of 
truth) are verbalized and thus made available for thoughtful 
examination, it becomes possible to explore why we believe such 
and such. 

We shall see that the question “Why?” is systematically ambig- 
uous, referring (1) to the conditions that have caused the belief 
to form, and (2) to the evidence or argument that may be mus- 
tered in support of the belief. When patterns of meaning are 
organized or caused through a process of conditioning, or other 
processes that are uncontrolled by reflective activity, the person 
holding such a pattern of meaning is frequently unaware of any 
reason or grounds for such a belief. When confronted by a situa- 
tion in which this pattern of meaning turns out to be inadequate, 
the feeling of doubt that arises is likely to turn into frustration oF 
insecurity. This is the case because having never thought through 
the reasons or evidence for the belief he is at a loss to know in 
what way the pattern of meaning is inadequate. On the other 
hand, when patterns of meaning are constructed by thoughtfully 
controlled inquiry, then, when something goes wrong, the feeling 
of doubt may be experienced as intellectual stimulation and the 
inadequate patterns of meaning may be reconstructed to account 
for the new challenging experience. 

Frequently, of course, our patterns of meaning are formed 
through a combination or mixture of reflective and nonreflective 
procedures and even those patterns which were originally organ 
ized largely by conditioning have later been at least partially 
rationalized so that we are seldom totally frustrated by the chal- 
lenge of a new experience. Nevertheless, to the degree in which 
our habits and beliefs reflect a thoughtless organization of mean- 
ing we are likely to feel insecure or frustrated when experience 
proves them to be inadequate. 

Regardless of how a pattern of meaning is formed, so long 4§ 
it functions successfully there is normally no occasion for reflec- 
tion concerning it. We go about our daily life, for the most part 
recognizing the meaning of things rather than having to stop an 
think. This fact has frequently caused confusion concerning the 
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nature of knowledge. We have said that many meanings are 
known or recognized immediately, that is, instantaneously or 
without hesitation. This has led some persons to assert that some 
knowledge is immediate. But in epistemology, the word imme- 
diate means nonmediated, that is, without inference or inter- 
ree When we view knowledge as patterns of meaning, 
owever, we sce that even though we frequently immediately 
recognize meaning it is not the case that such meaning has been 
grasped full-blown out of the blue. It is just because such mean- 


ing is part of a pattern that has been organized or constructed 


through past experience that we are able to recognize it without 
This is why different per- 


conscious inference or interpretation. 
“a with differing backgrounds of experience and hence dif- 
Pa oe patterns of meaning will, when confronted with an object 
vent, recognize differing meanings- 

All this, obviously, has important bearing on education. It has 


long been recognized that students (of whatever age) can mas- 


t f i ; 
er new material only to the extent that it becomes meaningful 
ce. Moreover, since in a 


o them in terms of their past experien 

typical classroom there is a wide range of past experience, effec- 
tive teaching has frequently been viewed as a matter of tying the 
new material to whatever patterns of meaning are held in com- 
on by the otherwise diverse personalities in the class. Under 
this approach, the more education the more alike the students 
will become, that is, the more they will hold meanings in 


common, 
In a sense it is true that education results in commonality of 


Meaning, Good education tends to reduce some of the prejudices 
and provincial outlooks that separate people and that block com- 
munication and mutual understanding. But it is equally true that 
good education enhances and strengthens some of the individual 
differences that exist in the classroom, So that the more the edu- 
on the greater the range of individual differences. This is 

cause education (as a process of personal growth) is, for the 
houghtful construction and reconstruction 


mo: 
of st part, a matter of t 
Meanings rather than unreflective organization of uniform 
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patterns of meaning. Effective teaching, therefore, consists of 
confronting students with the kind of experiences that challenge 
their inadequate patterns of meaning and then helping each 
student to reconstruct his patterns toward greater adequacy. It 
is thus that individuality is enriched while at the same time 
meanings may be shared and mutual understanding and 
appreciation developed. 

There is a further aspect of the process of reconstruction that 
is not so obvious, however. When a pattern of meaning is recon- 
structed it turns out that not only the meaning of present (and 
hence future) experience undergoes change but also the meaning 
or significance of one’s past experience is altered. This may be 
understood by considering what takes place in a classical con- 
ditioning experiment in contrast to a situation in which meanings 
are reflectively created and tested. 

Suppose that Pavlov had happened to use a “philosophic- 
minded dog.” When the bell rang and food appeared, the dog, 
being accustomed to taking a comprehensive, penetrating, and 
flexible view of experience, would likely have pondered the 
question of why food should have appeared following the sound 
of the bell. In attempting to answer this question he would have 
constructed an hypothesis or theory (that is, a pattern of mean- 
ing) to account for his experience. During subsequent experi- 
ences, he would have refined this theory until it became the 
best possible explanation of this “bell-food invariant association” 
compatible with all the evidence he could obtain. 

When the time arrived that the bell sounded and no food 
appeared, our philosophic-minded dog would, no doubt, salivate 
as an ordinary dog for whom a pattern of meaning had been 
organized by conditioning. Even for the most thoughtful per- 
sons a pattern of meaning or belief is still a willingness to act. 
But the philosophic-minded dog would view this new develop- 
ment not as a frustrating experience but as an occasion for 
further thought and inquiry. He would see immediately that 
his theory would have to be reconstructed in order to account 
for this new experience. 
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We have already noted that a theory is a way of viewing 
experience, so the point to be noted is that when the bell-food 
theory is reconstructed, the dog views differently (that is, under- 
stands differently) not just the present experience but the 
entire series of experiences. And, of course, his expectations 
about future experience will be correspondingly different. Thus 
it is that an education which proceeds by the reconstruction of 
experience enables one to lift himself by his own bootstaps, so to 
speak. It is this kind of education that enables one to overcome 
the restricting effects of a limited early environment or to use 
certain “unfortunate experiences” as building blocks for a com- 
prehensive, humane view of life, while similar experiences con- 
dition others into developing merely antisocial attitudes. We 
noted that the dictionary reports knowledge as the clear percep- 
tion of truth, But the truth is always mediated through the 
patterns of meaning that one holds. 


THE MEANING OF TRUTH 


It is fascinating to observe in how many different ways we use 
the word true: The arrow went true to its mark. Give me 10 men 
tried and true. If you marry me I will forever be true. This is a 
true saying and worthy of all men to be received. A lizard is a 
true reptile. Is it true what they say about Dixie? 

If we peel away the more figurative or poetic uses of the term, 
it appears that true is an adjective used to describe an assertion 
that conveys an accurate impression of some state of affairs. If 
this is approximately correct, then when the adjective is con- 
verted to a noun it presumably refers to a more or less exhaustive 
Conjunction of all the correct assertions that could be made about 
a given state of affairs. If someone asks “Do you know the truth 
about Mary's divorce?” he is, in effect, asking whether you could 
frame a series of correct statements about the matter or, more 
practically, whether you can differentiate the true from the 
false statements that are being circulated about the affair. If 
teaching implies knowledge and knowledge is a clear perception 
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of truth, it is no wonder that the true-false examination is a 
favorite evaluative device.* 

Consider the following list of statements, most of which you 
have probably encountered at one time or another on a true-false 
examination: 

1. The Battle of Hastings was fought in 1066. 

. Water is composed of oxygen and hydrogen. 

. By the twenty-first century the population of the United 

States will probably exceed 200 million. 

4. The base angles of an isosceles triangle are equal. 

5. A coronation is the act or ceremony of investing a sovereign 
or his consort with the royal crown. 

6. The electrical current through a conductor is proportional to 
the electrical pressure between its ends. 

7. You should do unto others as you would have them do unto 
you. 

No doubt we should mark each of these statements true, indi- 
cating thereby that we believe each conveys an accurate impres- 
sion of some particular state of affairs. Why do we consider such 
statements true? In the case of number one, we have all read 
about the Battle of Hastings and found the date 1066 presented, 
without controversy, as the year in which the battle took place. 
We have no reason to doubt the accuracy of the textbook 
accounts of this affair so we believe the statement to be true 
because authorities have said so. In spite of the fact that we lack 
personal acquaintance with the evidence, we feel sure enough 
about this item to speak of it as knowledge rather than belief. 

When we consider the grounds for this belief, however, we 
recognize that, although the particular history textbooks that 
we have seen were based on earlier authorities and these in turn 
on still earlier ones, at some point this chain of authorities is 
grounded in eye-witness testimony. In other words, the truth of 


ow bo 


° Difficulty arises, of course, because it is frequently very difficult to 
frame true-false questions that are both unequivocal and about anything 
that is very significant or important. 
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this statement rests on empirical grounds. People actually 
observed that the battle took place in 1066. 

When we look at statement number two we find there are 
similar causes and grounds for belief in its truth. The textbooks 
tell us that water is composed of oxygen and hydrogen and we 
can verify this by our own observations in the laboratory. 

In the case of the third statement, we see that it expresses a 
reasonable belief based on careful observation of population and 
population trends. The fact that it refers to a future state of 
affairs does not alter its basic empirical nature. It turns out then 
that all statements the truth or falsity of which can, in principle, 
be determined by empirical observation are called factual asser- 
tions. The question of tense is not involved in such designation 
and, indeed, such statements are called factual assertions even 
though they are thought to be or known to be false. For example, 
the statement “The moon is made of green cheese” is a factual 
assertion, although it is surely false. Its truth or falsity rests 
finally on empirical evidence. 

Statement number four may appear to be similar to statement 
two in that both may be found in textbooks and the truth of 
both may be demonstrated in laboratory or classroom. But how 
do we demonstrate that the base angles of an isosceles triangle 
are equal? We can draw an isosceles triangle on the chalkboard, 
draw a line from the top of the triangle to the midpoint of the 
base, thus dividing the triangle into two congruent triangles, and 
then note that the base angles of the original triangle are now 
corresponding parts of congruent triangles. We thus see that 
the angles are equal. It appears that we have again grounded 
the assertion by observation. 

If we remember more carefully the nature of plane geometry, 
however, we recall that one does not actually create a triangle 
on the chalkboard, one merely draws a representation of a tri- 
angle. Points, lines, triangles, circles, are all conceptual entities. 
They may be represented but are never actually presented. The 
figures we draw on the chalkboard help us think more clearly, 
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but in the geometry class such expressions as “observe,” “per- 
ceive,” “see” carry figurative rather than literal meaning. In 
short, the truth of the assertion that the base angles of an isosceles 
triangle are equal is not a matter of empirical evidence. It is, 
rather, a matter of logical reasoning from the definitions, axioms, 
and postulates of geometry. Such statements may therefore be 
said to be formally true, in contrast to the first three statements 
which were found to be factually true. 

Statement number five, as other dictionary definitions, con- 
fronts us with an interesting combination of formal and factual 
truth. Such definitions are empirical generalizations about 
usage. The lexicographer observes language behavior and re- 
cords his generalizations, using procedures not unlike those used 
in any empirical science. Hence, his definitions are factual asser- 
tions. On the other hand, the truth conveyed by such assertions 
has to do with a relation of meanings and this is a formal affair. 
The truth that is perceived (again figuratively) when one con- 
sults a dictionary for the meaning of the word coronation is thus 
like the truth one gains from following a demonstration that the 
base angles of an isosceles triangle are equal. After such study 
one knows that a coronation may refer to the crowning of a con- 
sort as well as a sovereign just as one knows that the base angles 
as well as the sides of an isosceles triangle are equal. Moreover, 
there is no danger that some empirical evidence developed in 
the future will cause us to change our minds about the truth of 
these statements. Such statements may fall into disuse but they 
will not be shown to be untrue. 

Thus far, we have seen that there are at least two distinct 
meanings of truth, a formal and a factual meaning. An assertion 
that is formally true conveys a correct impression about a relation 
of meanings within some given arrangement or scheme of ideas 
such as a mathematical, a logical, or a syntactical system. An 
assertion that is factually true conveys a correct impression about 
some existential state of affairs—affairs that exist in a space-time 
matrix. Or, more simply, factual assertions are about actual 
entities or conditions rather than about a relation of meanings. 
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Statement six raises questions about the status of such scienti- 
fic entities as electrical currents and pressures and applied math- 
ematical relations such as proportion. Are these actual entities 
or conceptual relations? This question is so complicated that we 
had best postpone discussion of it until Chapter 5 on the nature 
of science. 

Statement seven, which asserts what is sometimes called a 
moral truth, is perhaps even more complicated. Do such state- 
ments convey factual truth, formal truth, or some third kind of 
truth? Or perhaps such statements are not intended to convey 
knowledge at all. Perhaps they are noncognitive and thus nei- 
ther true nor false. Perhaps they are simply exclamations or 
exhortations. Again, we shall postpone discussion until Chapter 
7 on the nature of value, for there remains much necessary pre- 
liminary exploration concerning the nature of knowledge. 


BELIEF AS IMPLICIT PREDICTION 


To believe that a factual assertion is true is to hold a set of 
expectations, And this is the case whether the belief is mingled 
with some doubt or so firm that we say we know the statement is 
true. Every factual assertion implicitly amounts to a set of an 
indeterminate number of predictions about future experience. If 
we believe the assertion is true we expect that future experience 
will be somewhat different from what would be the case were 
the assertion false. This is why the state of believing is a willing- 
ness to act—a willingness to act in terms of expected future 
experience described by the set of implicit predictions involved 
in the assertion. 

This is most noticeable in the case of assertions expressed in 
the future tense. For example, if I believe that it is going to rain 
tomorrow, it is obvious that my expectations about my future 
experience are different from what my expectations would be 
Were I to believe we will experience a long dry spell. It is 


equally clear that differing sets of expectations will involve dif- 


fering acts or cases of willingness to act. But the situation is the 
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If I were to dig up.and remove one of the trees, then a true 
belief about the changed situation could be expressed as 2Tm— 
N—MBd, and if I were to plant an oak tree to the south, my 
belief would then be 2Tm—N—and—1To—S—MBad. It is a tre- 
mendous advantage to be able to sit in my study and deal with 
objects and relations as ideas rather than having to go to work 
and manipulate actual objects. And it is comforting to feel that I 
can check the truth of whatever beliefs I have, simply by noting 
whether they correspond with the relevant, actual state of affairs. 

It turns out, however, that the act of noting whether an idea 
corresponds to an actual state of affairs is not so simple a matter 
as it seems. When I look out of the window at trees and mailbox, 
I gain an impression of their location. But the impression is itself 
a matter of visual imagery plus judgment about north and south, 
number, and the like. The impression is made up of ideas. Am I 
then really comparing an idea with an actual state of affairs or 
only with other ideas? There appears to be no way for me to get 
outside myself and take a look at both my ideas and an actual 
state of affairs to see whether they correspond. 

To phrase the problem in another way, consider the fact that 
we sometimes make mistakes about what we think we see. We 
all know that illusion, hallucination, mirages are possible. We 
assume that they are infrequent but once we admit their possi- 
bility we cast some doubt on every experience. Philosophers 
have pointed out, therefore, that this means we accept an exper- 
ience as veridical not in terms of itself but in terms of other 
experience. We strive for a coherent way of understanding exper- 
ience as a whole, as an ongoing affair that is more than a sum- 
mation of individual experiences. Hence, a given experience is 
taken to be veridical only if it is in harmony with the developing 
whole of experience. 

It is conceivable, of course, that a person could be consistently 
and harmoniously wrong. As long as each experience is checked 
only against past experience in terms of coherence, one wonders 
how fact may be distinguished from fiction. A well-constructed 
novel may exhibit internal consistency or harmony and still not 
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correspond with any actual state of affairs. We may acknowl- 
edge, then, that any system of ideas that lacks coherence is 
unsatisfactory, yet still insist that our ideas must be true to some- 
thing beyond themselves. Perhaps some indirect test for 
correspondence can be made. 

Recalling that factual assertions are always implicit predictions 
about future experience, a practical or pragmatic test for the 
truth of a belief suggests itself. It is certainly possible that the 
course of future experience is partially determined by what we 
believe, but unless we assume that it is completely determined 
by what we believe (and no one assumes this) we have found to 
what our ideas must be true if they are to be considered sound; 
namely, the course of future experience. And the way to apply 
this test is to take the actions indicated by our beliefs. Are the 
actions successful or do we encounter stubborn facts that indi- 
cate our belief to have been based on fiction—albeit even a 
beautifully consistent fiction. 

A sophisticated person will, of course, employ a sophisticated 
Version of the pragmatic test. He will not blindly convert every 
hunch or belief into immediate overt action in order to see 
whether it works. Beliefs may still be explored as ideas and may 
be imaginatively projected and tested, with only the most 
promising becoming the basis for overt action. By the same 
token, a person who is not overly self-centered or selfish will not 


judge the success of his actions (hence the truth of his beliefs) 


in terms of narrow or personal standards. Nevertheless, many 
ting that it really does 


Persons object to the pragmatic test, insis 
Not escape the limitations of the correspondence and coherence 
tests. It is argued that the indirect test of correspondence which 
it provides is always 2 matter of interpretation from experience 
and, moreover, since experience (in traditional philosophy) is 
likely to be thought of as essentially subjective or personal, the 
criteria for success or workability are likely to be even more 


Subjectively and narrowly conceived than under the coherence 


theory of truth. 


In actual practice, most of us, not being very philosophic about 
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the whole affair, are likely to use all three of these tests for truth 
with the emphasis shifting from one to another as the context of 
our thought and action changes. In daily affairs in which our 
beliefs are concerned with the objects, qualities, and relations 
that can be seen, touched, or heard, we tend to assume that a 
reasonably careful use of our senses does provide us with a 
direct-correspondence test for truth. Indeed, a laboratory scien- 
tist proceeds on the same general assumption even though he 
utilizes instruments that greatly refine and extend his natural 
sensory equipment. On the other hand, when we are concerned 
with formal problems dealing in conceptual relations, say, in 
mathematics, logic, or scientific-theory construction, we tend to 
rely on a coherence test for truth. And finally, when we are con- 
cerned about the truth or desirability of complicated practical 
judgments, dealing perhaps with sociopolitical arrangements or 
principles of right conduct, we tend to use a pragmatic test, 
judging the consequences of action in terms of the more or less 
well-established values or norms of our culture. 

At the philosophic level, preference for one or another of the 
tests or theories of truth is usually made in terms of their respec- 
tive underlying epistemological and metaphysical assumptions. 
Realists have generally assumed that a world of objective fact 
exists prior to and independently of its being known by a sub- 
jective knower. They are likely, therefore, to think of truth in 
terms of correspondence. Various forms of realism may be dif- 
ferentiated according to the way in which correspondence is 
conceived. Especially important is the way in which the problem 
of error is treated. For example, the notion that correspondence 
can be checked by relatively simple look-and-see procedures 
with errors corrected by more careful observations is known as 
naive realism, or sometimes common sense realism. Even when 
the observation procedures are those of modern science (includ- 
ing advanced statistical treatment of data), if it is assumed that 
such observations disclose or discover objective facts existing 
prior to and independently of their being known, then, philo- 
sophically speaking, naive realism is still present. On the other 
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hand, it is sometimes said that all we can know is merely our own 
sensations of the outside world, but that these sensations corre- 
spond to (in the sense of representing ) independently objective 
facts. Such a view is known as representative realism. Other var- 
iations are known as presentative realism, critical realism, 
neorealism, etc.* 

In contrast to the basic assumption of realism, idealists gen- 
erally argue that the mind and the objects of knowledge mutu- 
ally implicate each other so that whatever is known is known 
only as an object of knowledge, not as an independent fact 
existing outside the knowing process. Again, there are several 
variations but, since ideas can be corroborated only by other 
more comprehensive and systematic ideas, truth is a matter of 
coherence. 

Dissatisfied with the assumptions of both realist and idealist, 
a pragmatist denies the subjective-objective distinction as a 
Starting point and turns to experience itself as the primitive, 
underived, or basic reality. Subjective-objective, self-environ- 
ment, knower-known are distinctions that arise within experi- 
ence; and all beliefs, whether about self or environment or about 
the knowing process itself, can be tested only as hypotheses are 
tested—that is, by using them as directive instruments for further 
thought and action and noting their relative success or failure in 
the process. Such a view is known as the pragmatic theory of 
truth. 


Such philosophic differences have little direct influence on the 


conduct of schooling. Persons of various philosophic orientations 
May cooperate in the work of the schools just as they may and 
do work side by side in the scientific laboratory or field project. 
This is not to say that such differences make no difference; it is 
to say, first, that the influence of such differences is usually quite 
indirect and difficult to trace and, second, that most teachers, 
Scientists, and people in general are not likely to be consistently 
mportant consideration. What is important 


is the differi 2 f posing and treating the problems involved in the 
nature of Tacelaine Hanae An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis, 
chap. 6, “Perceiving the World,” should prove helpful in this connection. 


* Once again, labels are not the i 
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clear about their own philosophic stance nor much concerned 
about the indirect influence on their work of whatever philoso- 
phic assumptions they may have. Nevertheless, it seems rea- 
sonable to expect that differing degrees of understanding 
concerning the nature of knowledge and truth will influence 
one’s attitude toward inquiry and the sources of knowledge and 
will make a difference in the kind of intellectual climate that is 
generated in the classroom. 


SOURCES OF KNOWLEDGE 


In the classroom the most common source of information is 
some authority—teacher, textbook, or other reference materials. 
Years ago, before printed materials were available to students, 
instruction in the great colleges of Europe was primarily a mat- 
ter of lecturing, that is, reading a manuscript to a group of stu- 
dents so that they could make notes or copy what was said and 
thus come into possession of authorative information and judg- 
ment about the subject in question. This was a more efficient 
means of disseminating subject matter than attempting to pass 
the original manuscript from student to student. Even today 
when a teacher is in possession of important information and 
judgment that cannot be made readily available to students in 
printed form, such lecturing may still be an appropriate device. 
Our present concern, however, is not primarily with methods of 
teaching. It is rather with questions about the proper use of 
authority and the attitude toward authority that may be 
engendered in a classroom. 

It is clear that, if everyone were unwilling to accept any state- 
ment unless he had personally verified it through direct, first- 
hand experience, civilization would be impossible and there 
would be little point in organizing a school. On the other hand, 
without reasonable skepticism about the pronouncements made 
by “authorities” we should become the gullible victims of every 
charlatan, quack, and confidence man that came along, to say 
nothing of the honest mistakes involved in reports made by the 
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most competent specialists. One of the problems that confronts 
a teacher is how to help students develop respect for competent 
authority (so that they will not confuse the principle that every- 
one has a right to an opinion with the notion that one opinion is 
as good as another) and at the same time help the student pro- 
gressively to develop an increasingly healthy skepticism about 
even the most widely accepted opinions of established 
authorities. 

It is remarkably difficult to get even university professors to 
entertain seriously an idea that runs counter to standard text- 
books. After years of schooling, in which statements are believed 
primarily because respected texts and teachers have said they 
were true and the so-called experiments and problems given to 
students have been in reality exercises in which whatever evi- 
dence is developed is not to be believed unless it agrees with 
the correct solution, it is no wonder that the graduates of such 
schooling are seldom inclined to strike out on their own with 
enough self-confidence to persevere in. the kind of rigorous 
exploration of an idea that will enable them to see for themselves 
whether it has merit, regardless of what the authorities have said 
or have neglected to say. In an age of increasing specialization 
and interdependence, we must learn how to make more efficient 
use of expert judgment and at the same time devise better safe- 
guards against the aura of infallibility that tends to surround 
certain authorities or groups of men, especially during periods of 


public crisis or anxiety.” 


= During war, both hot and cold, governmen 
decisions in secret. By the nature of the case, 
ones most likely to have a pervasive, profound, and irreversible influence. 
Consider, for example, the secret decision to develop an atom bomb and the 
decision to use the bomb against Japan. Any nation that does not employ 
and largely depend upon the decision of authorities in many different fields 
of specialization is doomed to be only a minor power in the world of today 


and tomorrow. 

On the other hand, decisio: 
reviewed and it follows that d 
competence are the least likely to 
society can no longer afford the 
ference that, in the past, has frequently disi 
heads,” and our “brain trusts,” yet we mus 


ts find it necessary to make 
such decisions are the very 


ns that must be kept secret cannot be widely 
ecisions that require the most specialized 
be subjected to really adequate review. Our 
kind of carping criticism and myopic inter- 
tracted our experts, our “egg- 
t never allow our lives to be 
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It turns out, then, that authority is our most common source of 
knowledge and, when it is open to free inquiry and question in 
the face of reasonable doubt, it is a legitimate source of belief or 
knowledge. It is clear, nevertheless, that authority is never a 
primary source. Whence the authority's knowledge? It is com- 
monly said that there are three primary sources: sense 
experience, reason, and intuition. Let us examine each of these. 


Sense Experience 


The view that all knowledge comes through the senses is 
known as empiricism. In the eighteenth century, John Locke 
argued that the human mind at birth is a tabula rasa, that is, a 
blank tablet. The mind registers impressions that come to it from 
the outside world through sense receptors. These impressions he 
called simple ideas. Under this view man is able to group and 
organize, and then reorganize, these simple ideas into complex 
ideas. All that man knows or can know directly is his own ideas, 
based on sense impressions. We generally assume that the simple 
ideas and even the complex ideas are reasonably accurate copies 
of what actually exists. We have already noted, however, some 
of the difficulties involved in establishing any test for truth at the 
philosophic level of analysis. We are now, however, concerned 
with sense experience as a source of knowledge, not as the 
ultimate test for the validity of a belief. 

The fundamental problem that concerned Locke was whether 
man possesses any innate ideas. We all agree that the percep- 
tions of an adult are influenced by his prejudices, his emotions, 
and his desires. Man tends to see what he wants to see and 
believe what he wants to believe. In Lockean terms, we could 
say that the complex ideas a man already holds tend to influence 
his perceptions. The fundamental question is whether man is 
born with a mental structure that influences his perceptions 
right from the beginning or with a mind that is essentially a 
dominated by an elite group of scientific, economic, or social planning czars 


who make public decisions in secret. Surely one task of public education is 


to develop a generation of citi i 
: citizens who. th a the 
existence of this problem. ee REE 
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blank tablet as Locke argued. Again, we have already noted that, 
compared to other animals, it seems that man is born with rela- 
tively little instinctive or innate predisposition or willingness to 
act, hence few innate ideas, meanings, or beliefs. Indeed, human 
infants, unfortunate enough to be born without the major sense 
receptors of sight and sound, are very slow in developing any 
sizable fund of meanings or beliefs at all. In this respect, there- 
fore, Locke’s notions were evidently on the right track and sense 
impression surely plays an important role in the formation of 
belief and knowledge. 

The more interesting part of Locke’s view is the matter of com- 
plex ideas. How do we organize and reorganize simple sensory 
data into the complex ideas, the general ideas, the abstract ideas 
that function in even our most ordinary daily affairs. Consider, 
for example, the enormous complexity of the meanings involved 
in the following statement which you might make to a friend 
concerning a lecture you once heard, “I don’t remember the 
details of what the man said, but my general impression was that 
he is a socialist.” How does one form such a statement on the 
basis of the raw sensory data gained in a lecture hall? 


Reason 

The view that reasoning Or thought is the central factor in 
knowledge is known as rationalism. A rationalist argues that the 
raw data of sensation must be organized by the mind into mean- 
ingful patterns before anything worthy of the name knowledge 
appears, What man knows is meaningful ideas, conceptions, and 
Principles, albeit complex; not just raw sensations. Furthermore, 
if thought is a central factor in knowledge, then it might seem 
reasonable to suppose that thought alone (that is, thought 
divorced from sense experience ) would be the source of at least 
some important knowledge. Consider statements such as “Noth- 
ing can both exist and not exist at the same time” or “Everything 
that exists is either ‘A’ or non A (€g each thing that exists is 


either water or it is not water).” How do you know that such 


statements are true? Is such knowledge based on reason alone? 
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Or consider whether it is not the case that the knowledge 
gained about the interrelations among ideas or meanings within 
any formal system, such as logic or mathematics, are gained by 
taking thought or reasoning apart from sense experience. We 
have noted that one does not prove a theorem—in plane geome- 
try, for example—by measuring lines and angles, but rather by 
reasoning out what must be true if one starts with certain defi- 
nitions, axioms, and postulates. We sometimes draw representa- 
tions of various geometric figures (just as we write out algebraic 
equations and transformations), but this is done only to help us 
concentrate and figuratively see the relationships involved. 
Surely we must all agree that reasoning is a source of some kinds 
of belief and knowledge. Like sense impressions, however, we 
recognize that reasoning may mislead us. We sometimes make 
mistakes in reasoning. It is not, therefore, an infallible source of 
knowledge. 

The more controversial aspect of rationalism, however, has to 
do with the meaning of the expression thought apart from sense 
experience. In philosophic terminology, the question is usually 
posed as “What is the nature of a priori knowledge?” Tradi- 
tionally, a priori knowledge was said to be gained by reasoning 
from self-evident principles without dependence on anything 
gained from sense experience. It was thus set in contrast to a 
posteriori knowledge which is attained by reasoning from the 
impressions gained through observations or other sense exper- 
ience. Rationalists have generally argued that at least some 
statements which can be known to be self-evidently true are 
statements about the nature of reality or of matters of fact. For 
example, we believe that no thing can both exist and not exist 
at the same time and we believe this with a feeling of certainty 
that is quite different from the way we hold to empirical gen- 
eralizations derived in a posteriori fashion. On the other hand, 
sthict empiricists maintain that, since mind without sense impres- 
sions remains blank, all knowledge, including those self-evident 
principles that seem most certain, is fundamentally a posteriori. 
In contemporary philosophy, the two views that are perhaps 
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the most influential (commonly known as logical empiricism and 
pragmatism or experimentalism) agree that the truth or validity 
of analytic assertions does not depend upon empirical evidence. 
But it follows that such assertions never can convey factual 
knowledge. In other words, these two contemporary views reject 
the idea of a priori, synthetic (i.e, factual) knowledge. 

Perhaps all this can be better understood if we consider briefly 
the nature of necessary and contingent statements.? We have 
noted that assertions about some existential state of affairs are 
called factual or synthetic. We decide, on the basis of empirical 
evidence, that such assertions are either true or false (or are 
probably true or false). In other words, such assertions are con- 
tingent—their truth depends upon how the universe happens to 
be, and it is necessary to undertake empirical investigation in 
order to decide. In contrast, formal assertions, especially those 
usually called analytic assertions, convey only a relation of mean- 
ings. Since we may hold a particular way of relating meanings, 
regardless of how the universe happens to be or to become, such 


assertions are not contingent; hence, they are called necessary. 


Now, of course, investigation may reveal that certain ways of 
ssarily complicated, 


relating meanings are inept, clumsy, unnece 
or the like, in the conduct of human affairs—including the human 
affair of trying to understand the universe. But, strictly speaking, 
such necessary statements can, at least in principle, be deter- 
mined by a priori methods to be either valid or inconsistent 
Without dependence on any empirical evidence. 

before us we can now restate the 


With this new terminology 
Positions thus far discussed: traditional empiricists hold that all 
e exception of obvi- 


statements are contingent (with the possibl 
as “black is black”) and, hence, there is no 


Ous tautologies, such 
a priori knowledge. Traditional rationalists hold that there are 


both necessary and contingent statements and, moreover, that 
some necessary statements are synthetic. Hence, there is both a 


priori and a posteriori knowledge. Logical empiricists hold that 


° For a detailed discussion see Hospers, An Introduction to Philosophical 


Analysis, esp. pp. 103-144. 
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all cognitive assertions may be divided into those that are con- 
tingent and synthetic, and those that are necessary and analytic. 
Hence, there can be no a priori “knowledge” of a synthetic 
character. Experimentalists or pragmatists agree to the inade- 
quacy of both traditional empiricism and rationalism and, fur- 
thermore, demur at accepting, essentially intact, the traditional 
dichotomies on which these inadequate views were based. The 
experimentalist acknowledges the a priori and a posteriori 
aspects of all human knowledge but is less concerned to dis- 
cover whether a given assertion is necessary or contingent and 
more concerned with the function? of the assertion in a specific 
context of communication or inquiry. Is it functioning as if it 
were necessary or contingent? We shall see later that under this 
approach the two-way division of analytic-synthetic seems 
unnecessarily restrictive and clumsy when one examines the 


complicated forms of knowledge developed systematically by 
science, 


Intuition 


A common definition of intuition is “an immediate apprehen- 
sion or cognition without recourse to inference or reasoning.” 
When we examine the claims for intuition we discover many 
shades of meaning involved. Sometimes the term is used to 
denote an awareness of the indubitable and ineffable raw data 
of experience. For example, if I glance at my desk where there 
is a plain sheet of white paper, I am immediately aware, without 
inference or reasoning, of a datum which I might attempt to 
describe as “whiteness now.” We have already noted that any 
attempt to attach meaning to the datum—to say, for example, 
that there actually is a sheet of white paper, or, strictly speaking, 
even to assert “whiteness now’—involves some degree of inter- 
pretation or inference and, therefore, the possibility of error. But 


the apprehension of the raw data itself may be said to be 
immediate or intuitive, 


“See H. G. Hullfish and P. G, Smith, Reflective Thinking: The Method of 
Education, Dodd, Mead, New York, 1961, chap. 6. 
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In similar fashion it is said that each of us intuits the fact of 
self. We immediately apprehend not only the raw sensa of experi- 
ence but also the fact of apprehending and the existence of an 
apprehending self. 

The word intuition is sometimes used to describe a third step 
that is necessary to escape solipsism, or the subjective predica- 
ment. Solipsism is the view that the self can know only the fact 
of its own existence plus the variegated, meaningless flow of 
uninterpreted sensa which, for all the self knows, is entirely a 
creation of or a part of the self. No one actually believes this 
view even though he cannot logically refute it. Hence, it is said 


that we grasp by intuition that something more than self exists. 


Santayana, at this point, speaks of “animal faith” noting that even 


the most logical of human beings g0 right on living as if solipsism 
were certainly false, just as all animals do. 

Intuition is frequently used to name the apprehension or 
grasp of formal relationships of meaning, Anyone who has 
taught mathematics, especially plane geometry, recognizes that 
there comes a time when the student either “sees it” or does not. 
In explaining a theorem or construction the teacher can break 


down the steps, go back through the material previously covered 
control of the problem at hand, and 


that is now needed to gain 
the like, but eventually the student must grasp for himself the 
This grasp of the logic of a 


logically necessary relationships. 
demonstration or argument is sometimes said to be by intuition 


and it is often the case that such an intuitive understanding 
appears to outrun our ability to set forth the precise steps of the 
logical argument jnvolved. Many of us have learned by exper- 
ience, however, that the feeling of certainty that accompanies 
these intuitive shortcuts may Jead us astray. 

The next use of the term intuition has to do with the basic 
drives or needs of human nature. Tt is sometimes said that man 
intuitively reaches toward the objects or experiences that will 


satisfy his basic need for nourishment, for love, and the like. The 


more elemental manifestations of basic drives are frequently 
reserved for the more com- 


called instinctive while intuition is 
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plex behaviors. For example, Montague argues that intuition is 
the basic factor in romantic attraction.’ One does not choose a 
sweetheart or even a friend on the basis of empirical analysis and 
logical reasoning. One is either intuitively attracted to another 
person or not, and questions of the reasonableness of the attrac- 
tion do not normally enter the picture. And the same may be 
said concerning music and other art forms. There appear to be 
factors, intuitively grasped, that are not amenable to rational 
analysis. It should be pointed out, of course, that this sort of 
intuition frequently leads into difficulties—into situations that 
apparently do not, in fact, satisfy our basic needs. 

Intuition sometimes refers to any kind of generalization that 
short-cuts conscious weighing of evidence or inferential reason- 
ing. Persons with large backgrounds of well-digested experience 
are frequently able to go directly to the fundamental aspects of 
a problem situation in a way that is mystifying to the less exper- 
ienced observer. No claim is made that such insight involves 
factors that could not be analyzed; the claim is rather that per- 
sons possessing such intuition can arrive at the conclusion with- 
out taking the time or effort to go through the process that less 
gifted individuals must follow. It is interesting that such a gift 
appears to be specialized and dependent upon previous exper- 
ience, rather than generalized. It is the expert, experienced 
engineer who is most likely to have this intuitive grasp of what 
is at issue in an engineering problem. It is the experienced 
elementary teacher who is most likely to grasp intuitively what 
is troubling little Johnny. The experienced person, without 
thinking about it, has learned to pay attention to the important 
cues and to dismiss the irrelevant factors, with speed and surety 
that is sometimes quite difficult to explain. 

There is a form of insight, also frequently called intuition, that 
does seem to be of a more generalized nature, and usually 
thought to be the mark of genius. Some persons have the knack 
or intuition which enables them to see situations in such a way 


° William Pepperell Mont: Th i i d 
(ed.), G. Allen, London, 1925p 226. AENA D REEE TE MRA 
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that new Gestalten emerge and consequently new and usually 
rather different kinds of hypotheses or theories are created. At 
the present time not very much is known concerning the nature 
of such truly creative or original production although there is 
some agreement that such creative thrusts are much more likely 
to be made by men who have previously thoroughly mastered 
the fundamental facts and principles of the subject matter 
involved. 

Finally, the term intuition is frequently used to describe what 
is sometimes called extrasensory perception. 

This review of usage enables us to note two points: First, the 
term is used to refer to cognitive processes that are not well 
understood and which appear to be either more direct or more 
subtly complex than the better analyzed empirical and rational 
procedures, and, second, as a primary source of knowledge, 
intuition, like sense experience and reason, is not infallible. 


SUMMARY AND SOME CONCLUSIONS 


We have seen that, from a psychological or personal point of 
view, knowledge is belief or willingness to act that has a settled 
quality, It is belief that has gone beyond reasonable doubt. 
Although much of knowledge appears, psychologically, to be 
direct or nonmediated, there are complicated mediating or 
that clothe the raw sensory data 


interpreting processes involved 
at, although we do not have to 


with meaning. This is to say th 
stop and think in order to recognize the familiar objects, events, 


relations, and qualities of everyday experience, such familiar 


knowledge is not immediate knowledge. 

When something doubtful arises, that is, when these instantan- 
eous mediating processes fail to produce satisfactory recogni- 
tions, then it is necessary deliberately to control mediation and 
We say we are faced with a problem calling for reflective inquiry. 
Through an analysis of our problem-solving behavior we can 
e nature of the interpretations and 


learn something about th 
inferences we make as we develop and test meanings for our 
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sensory cues and conceptual associations. Reflective inquiry that 
eventuates in satisfactory solutions adds to our growing fund of 
knowledge or settled belief, and thus increases or extends our 
ability to deal with these matters on the level of recognition. 

In addition to the patterns of meaning that are formed through 
reflective inquiry, many meanings are created by conditioning 
processes ranging from situations that resemble the classical 
conditioning experiments of Pavlov to the informal operant con- 
ditioning effect of the complex cultural milieu in which we are 
born and reared. 

Thus it is that human knowledge is hypothetical. It is created 
and tested in and by experience. Sensory awareness, reason, and 
intuition are names given to complementary aspects of knowl- 
edge-producing experience. They are therefore frequently 
referred to as the primary sources of knowledge in contrast to 
such secondhand sources as tradition, custom, and the pro- 
nouncements of authorities. Since there are no infallible author- 
ities and since authorities ultimately rely on primary sources, it 
follows that there are no infallible sources of knowledge. Or, put 
the other way around, since the inferences and interpretations 
involved in the mediating processes are always subject to error, 
there is no direct primary knowledge and hence no infallible 
authorities. Human knowledge is thus a constructed and recon- 
structed body of more or less tested hypotheses which dispose US 
to act with more or less surety. 

When we consider the logical rather than the psychological 
aspects of knowledge, we note that when beliefs are expresse 
verbally they are of two types or functions, formal and factual. 
The formal function is assertion of a relationship of meaning, the 
factual function is assertion about an existential state of affairs 
(ie., a state of affairs conceived in a space-time matrix). Factual 
assertions (sometimes called synthetic or empirical) are, there- 
fore, implicit predictions about the content of experience and 
are recognized as false when the content of experience does not 
agree with what is predicted. Formal assertions are resolutions 
about how meanings are to be related. 

Various schemes or systems of relating meanings and thus of 
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structuring experience have been developed and tested for long- 
range usefulness in the conduct of human affairs. Within such 
systems, statements that assert a correct relation of meanings are 
said to be valid or true in the formal sense. For example, within 
the usual system of arithmetic the statement “Two times two 
equals four” is formally true or valid whereas “Two times two 
equals five” is invalid or inconsistent. Or again, within a particu- 
lar system of Christian ethics the statement “Thou shalt love thy 
neighbor as thyself” is a true saying. 

‘An assertion of a relation of meaning that is valid in every 
rational system is said to be analytic. For example, “No thing can 
both exist and not exist at the same time.” Such statements, 
because they apply to every conceivable thing, have no differ- 
entiating power at all. Assertions that perform the analytic func- 
tion may thus be held come what may in experience. This is why 
they appear so certain. If it is inconceivable that they be incor- 
rect it is simply because they partially define conceivability. 
They thus, so to speak, simply outline the empty space within 
which the edifice of human knowledge is constructed out of 
factual bricks and formal mortar. 

Factual statements are said to be true if what they assert about 
existential affairs is actually the case. In our usual everyday 
experience this means that such statements are determined to be 
true or false according to whether or not what they assert cor- 
responds with the recognizable existential conditions. As noted 
above, however, what we recognize as being the present state of 
affairs depends in part upon the patterns of meaning that have 


Previously been developed through reflective inquiry and con- 


ditioning, Again, when something questionable arises so that we 
e whether a factual statement is 


are unable simply to recogniz 
true or false, then empirical investigation is undertaken. 
Through a study of the way in which factual statements are 


investigated we discover that such statements amount to implicit 


predictions about the content of experience. A factual assertion 
or false is therefore investi- 


gated as an hypothesis. 
factual assertion said to 
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not correspond with what is recognized as the content of devel- 
oping experience. An hypothesis is substantiated (and the fac- 
tual assertion is said to be true) if the implicit predictions do 
correspond with what is recognized as the content of developing 
experience and all alternative assertions are recognized as false. 
It turns out then that the edifice of human knowledge is a 
complex hypothetical structure constructed and reconstructed as 
the complementary tests of correspondence, coherence, and 
long-range usefulness are utilized. In the next chapter we shall 
examine some of the ways in which mankind has refined the 
knowing process into a developing body of content and method- 
ology called science, Our present concern, however, has been to 
note the fallibility that pervades all knowledge and to recognize 
that each person acts in terms of his own beliefs. It follows that 
teachers should distinguish between the conditions or exper- 
iences that cause belief and the logical and methodological 
grounds that warrant a belief. To guide the education of students 
means essentially to help them develop the ability and inclina- 
tion to construct and reconstruct patterns of belief that are 
warranted by a progressively expanding reflective experience. 


SUGGESTIONS ror ADDITIONAL READING 


In striving to understand the nature of knowledge and of the know- 
ing process students frequently become discouraged because the prob- 
lems encountered appear to involve, in a most confusing fashion, 
considerations from common sense, psychology, sociology, scientific 
methodology, and philosophy, And, when the additional task is 
imposed of understanding all this in its relation to the theory and 
practice of education, it is no wonder that some students give up in 
despair. It may help to remember that in an introductory study of a 
topic one should strive to grasp the most fundamental or general fea- 
tures. In order to do this it is frequently necessary to consider details, 
but such details should be treated as illustrative—that is, as a means 
to grasping the more basic and general idea or distinction, rather than 
as something of great importance on their own account. It may also 
be helpful to try to determine, at various points in one’s reading, what 
aspect or level of the problem of the nature of knowledge the author 
is discussing. Is the intent of the writing to examine knowledge from a 
common-sense point of view or is it concerned with an analysis of the 


WHAT IS KNOWLEDGE? 103 


sociology or the psychology of knowing? Or perhaps the discussion is 
about some technical aspect, involving empirical evidence, such as the 
nature of perception. On the other hand, what may be intended is a 
conceptual or logical analysis. 

Beginning students frequently find chapters 3, 4, and 5 in Titus, 
Living Issues in Philosophy, very helpful. A good alternate or addition 
to this reading is chapters 2 and 3 in Beck, Philosophic Inquiry. In 
addition, there are portions of a number of the standard works on 
philosophy of education that are generally helpful. For example, chap- 
ter XXV in Dewey's Democracy and Education; chapter 17 in Phenix, 
Philosophy of Education; chapter 5 in Broudy, Building a Philosophy 
of Education; chapters 5, 6, and 7 in Morris, Philosophy and the 
American School; and chapter 4, in Brubacher, Modern Philosophies 
of Education. 

For a fuller discussion of knowledge in relation to thinking and of 
the formal and factual functions in inquiry, relevant chapters in Hull- 
fish and Smith, Reflective Thinking should prove helpful. Many stu- 
dents have found Carl Becker's essay, “Everyman His Own Histor- 
ian,” very helpful in showing how we mediate our experience in an 
everyday sort of way. This essay may be found in chapter 3 of 
Madden (editor), The Structure of Scientific Thought. 

Anyone desiring to delve more deeply into the nature of knowledge 
should begin reading some of the works in epistemology that have 
exerted major influence on modern thought. As a minimum one should 


Consult the following: 


Rene Descartes, “Discourse on Method” 

John Locke, “Essay Concerning Human Understanding” 

George Berkeley, “A Treatise Concerning the Principles of Human 
Knowledge” 

David Hume, “An Inquiry Concerning Hum 

Immanuel Kant, “Critique of Pure Reason” 


d then attempt such contemporary works as: 


an Understanding” 


After these one shoul 


Bertrand Russell, Human Knowledge: Its Scope and Limits 
C. I. Lewis, An Analysis of Knowledge and Valuation 
Dewey and Bentley, Knowing and the Known 


In addition to studying such primary sources most students find it 
helpful to consult one or more of the standard textbooks in philosophy 
that summarize, explain, and comment upon the primary sources. 
One such text, readily available in the College Outline Series, is Ran- 
dall and Buchler, Philosophy: An Introduction; chapters VII through 
XI are devoted to the nature of knowledge. 


CHAPTER 5 


What Is Science? 


We tive in an age in which the term scientific commands much 
respect. The advertiser, extolling the merits of his product, is 
seldom content to point out that tests reveal his product to have 
certain advantages over its rivals; he informs us that scientific 
tests have been conducted. Presumably, if the product has been 
scientifically tested it has been really tested. Furthermore, mi 
reference to science associates the product, in the public mind, 
with all the latest gadgets and conveniences in contrast to 
outmoded products of ten years ago. 

All of this sounds a little ridiculous but, as is frequently ‘the 
case, ordinary usage of a term may offer important insight into 
its most basic meaning. After careful study of the nature of 
Science, many scholars have concluded that, fundamentally, 
science means simply the best systematic knowledge presently 
available in terms of the most perfected methods of inquiry. It 
follows that science is continuous with common sense and, when 
a scientific revolution occurs, what is overthrown is not anti- 
science not even nonscience, but an earlier science. In minor 
revolutions what was thought to be well-established knowledge 
is, so to speak, disestablished, and in major revolutions what was 
thought to be a reliable and valid conception or method of 
inquiry is replaced by new conceptions, new approaches, ney 
methodologies. Literally, science means knowing. As a tentative 
first model, therefore, let us say that whenever, wherever, and by 
whatever means human knowledge is systematically growing, 
there is science, 
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SCIENCE AND COMMON SENSE 


All this is not to say, however, that there are no important dif- 
ferences between science and common sense. Science is a refine- 
ment of common sense and in its most refined forms, such as 
modern physics, scientific knowledge and the methodology that 
make it possible are so far removed from the objects and pro- 
cedures of common-sense knowledge that it requires prolonged 
and disciplined study to understand the nature of the intellectual 
constructions involved and their relation to the objects and 
events recognized in everyday experience. Before attempting 
even a brief analysis of the nature of science, therefore, let us 
examine certain characteristics of common sense. 

Titus mentions three characteristics of common sense. First, 
since it rests largely upon custom and tradition it tends to be 
habitual and imitative. Second, since it is frequently only super- 
ficially grounded it tends to be vague and ambiguous. Third, in- 
asmuch as common-sense answers Or conclusions are thought to 


bvious or self-evident or just plain sense, 


be a matter of what is ol 
many unexamined assumptions are involved and, hence, com- 
rable part, untested belief. 


mon-sense opinion is, in conside: 
Titus concludes: 


We never leave common sense belief wholly behind us, regardless 
y us or how specialized our knowl- 


of how far our education may carr 
edge may become. And it may be fortunate that we never completely 
abandon common sense belief, since it may serve as a check against 
the “blind spots” some people develop through intensive specialization. 
But common sense belief, if it is to serve this useful purpose, needs 
constant and careful re-examination.” 

Here, then, is an important cue for education. It is frequently 
thought that intensive study of mathematics or of a science such 
as biology or physics will automatically result in a gain in general 
or liberal education. It does seem plausible that after prolonged 
and disciplined study of a particular science a student will under- 

1 Harold H. Titus, Living Issue 


New York, 1959, pp. 34-35. 
* Ibid. 


s in Philosophy, 3rd ed., American Book, 
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stand the inadequacy of reliance on custom and tradition, will 
understand how to move beyond vague and ambiguous state- 
ment, and will grasp the logic and methodology of tested belief. 
In short, after a study in depth of a particular science the student 
should realize how common sense, in general, may be refined, 
and thus become generally educated or liberated from 
superficial, vague, unexamined, and untested belief in general. 

Unfortunately, however, hope in this plausible road to general 
education, like similar hopes based on theories of mental disci- 
pline, is not supported by empirical evidence. Man is an expert 
at compartmentalization. Transfer of training (to say nothing of 
transforming training into general education) is not automatic. 
The “blind spots” of which Titus speaks are all too familiar and 
the spectacular advances within the specialized sciences, 
although having altered somewhat the content of common-sense 
belief, have not noticeably refined its methods. A direct attack 
upon the content, logic, and methodology of the common sense 
of a given age and culture likely remains, therefore, the most 
effective way of refining such common sense and, hence, such a 
direct approach is probably the most promising road to a general 
or liberal education. 

A brief examination of a specific characteristic of common 
sense may be illustrative. Common sense is typically illogical. Its 
reasoning is fallacious. This is not to say that it is totally irrational 
or that its beliefs are totally unreasoned. A fallacy is a kind of 
middle ground between no reasoning and sound reasoning and, 
indeed, a person who consistently employed certain types of 
fallacious reasoning would likely move through life’s problems 
with far more success than one who relied solely on unthinking 
habit and impulse. Consider post hoc ergo propter hoc (“after 
this therefore because of this”) a typical common-sense line of 
reasoning. Here is the basis not only of many of the most ridicu- 
lous superstitions in our culture but, in refined form, was a foun- 
dational idea in science until well into the twentieth century: 
After repeated observations that thunder follows lightning, the 
common-sense conclusion is that lightning causes thunder. If, 
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repeatedly, people get malaria after being exposed to the foul 
air of swamps or garbage-strewn alleys, the conclusion is that 
people get malaria because of bad air. 

Over the ages, science (that is, the “best knowing”) progres- 
sively refined this cause-effect reasoning—developing and testing 
stipulations and methodologies designed to keep superstition out 
of science. Yet during the so-called scientific revolution the 
notion of a world of cause-effect events running in a steady 
stream of before-and-after was retained; Newton’s idea of force 
as a cause may perhaps be viewed as a projection of the human 
attribute of purposeful effort not essentially different from earlier 
projections that ascribed “will” to inanimate objects or that 
ordered all things according to their essences or ideal natures. 
Under twentieth-century relativity theory, however, time is no 
longer conceived as a strict sequence of before and after and the 
world is viewed not as a flow of events but as a complex of 


relations. 

These developments in science gradually 
transformation in the content of common-sense belief. To the 
man on the street the world that had been flat and the center of 
the universe became a spherical object moving in orbit around 
the sun. But in the conduct of his daily affairs, he still frequently 
reasoned post hoc ergo propter hoc. And in the middle of the 
twentieth century it is not uncommon to hear someone say: 
“Have you noticed in the last few years how the weather—all 
four seasons in fact—seems to be changed? It’s just not like it 
used to be! Doesnt it seem more than a coincidence that this 
should have come about just after the series of atom-bomb tests?” 

In other words, the feedback into common sense of the results 
of science gradually (or sometimes suddenly) changes the topics 
of conversation but with a much slower transformation of the 
Way in which people reason about these topics. 

It turns out then that, although the problem of providing our 
Society with more and better-trained scientists is basically a 
problem of vocational education, the matter of helping all citi- 
possible and certainly including our scien- 


caused a remarkable 


Zens (or as many as 
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tists) to attain a general or liberal education remains a problem 
of developing the ability and the inclination to refine both the 
content and the methods of their own common sense. And this 
seems more likely to be accomplished through a study of philos- 
ophy and the humanities, rather than through intensive study of 
one of the sciences. 


SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF SCIENCE 


Although it is helpful to point out that science is a refinement 
of common sense and that there is no sharp break between the 
two, it would be more helpful if we could say specifically what is 
meant by refinement. We should note immediately that there is 
no such thing as a fixed set of rules or of method that will neces- 
sarily lead one to scientific discoveries or inventions, nor guar- 
antee correct solutions to problems. Nevertheless, there are some 
general characteristics of science and its methods that set them 
off from common sense and, therefore, give an operational 
meaning to refinement. 

1, Systematic Knowledge. The first such characteristic that 
one is likely to spot is the organization of scientific knowledge i” 
contrast to the disorganized or conglomerate nature of common- 
sense beliefs. Yet, one could certainly organize his beliefs without 
thereby converting them into a science. It would be more accu- 
rate, therefore, to say that science is characterized by systematic 
knowledge, that is, by knowledge organized and classified in 
terms of underlying, explanatory principles that permit one to 
understand, in terms of the system as a whole, why the various 
parts of the system are as they are or even to predict what the 
condition of various parts will be when certain other parts are 
changed. For example, the science of astronomy enables one to 
understand why the orbits of the various planets are as they are, 
and t predict eclipses, return of comets, and the like. 

It is interesting to note, however, that the expression “explan- 
atory principles” is not entirely unequivocal and that the several 
modes of scientific explanation have undergone considerable 
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change as science has developed. Auguste Comte, in the early 
nineteenth century, suggested that there had been three stages 
in the development of human thought and that each stage had 
its own notion of what constituted suitable or adequate explana- 
tion. In the early or theological stage of development, “the 
human mind, seeking the essential nature of beings . . . supposes 
all phenomena to be produced by the immediate action of 
supernatural beings.” Lightning was caused by an angry god 
throwing bolts of fire. Storms, floods, disease, and death seemed 
frequently to occur in arbitrary fashion, as if they were caused 
by gods and demons whose actions were beyond human com- 
prehension. After all, most early societies were organized as 
primitive, absolute monarchies, ruled by more-or-less capricious 
leaders, and it is understandable that men sought to appease the 
gods by the same sort of flattery and propitiation that proved 
effective in dealing with their arbitrary, human rulers. 

Some five or six hundred years before the birth of Christ, how- 
ever, the Greeks developed a society based on law and justice, 
and attempted to explain nature in these terms. They thus 
moved into what Comte called the second or metaphysical stage 
of explanation. The Greeks conceived of natural law and natural 
justice, Abstract forces caused the natural events that occurred, 
and the observable regularities of nature were considered evi- 
dence that natural forces and events “obeyed” the laws of nature. 
In a more or less refined form, this is the mode of explanation 
typical of common sense today. We say, for example, that objects 
fall to the ground “because of gravity,” or that a certain man’s 
death “was caused by an auto accident.” 

Comte called the third stage of development the positivistic 
or scientific stage. At this level, explanation returns more nearly 


to its literal meaning, that is, “to make plain or intelligible.” 


Instead of emphasis on cause and effect, science is concerned 


With similarities and dissimilarities; with invariable relations 
and probabilities. 


. What is now understood when we speak of an explanation of fact 
is simply the establishment of a connection between single phenomena 
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and some general facts, the number of which continually diminishes 
with the progress of science.? 


Although not everyone today would accept Comte’s definition 
of explanation nor interpret his views as a movement away 
from causal explanations, there is general agreement that one 
characteristic of science is that it organizes knowledge in terms 
of appropriate explanatory principles. The question of what 
principles are most appropriate for various subject matters is, of 
course, a question for further study. 

2. Special Language. A second obvious characteristic of 
science has to do with refining away the characteristic of common 
sense noted by Titus—the traditional or habitual modes of 
thought. This is, in part, a matter of refining the language of com- 
mon sense. Common-sense language is usually vague and indeter- 
minate in two ways: first, the terms of ordinary speech generally 
lack any clear-cut, denotative range and, second, the customary 
distinctions of ordinary speech tend to reflect man’s immediate 
day-to-day problems rather than the needs of a systematically 
organized body of knowledge. For example, in a culture in which 
snow only infrequently plays an important role in man’s daily 
affairs the ordinary language contains just the one word “snow 
to denote the whole range of “newly fallen, light, crisp, old, dirty, 
mushy, wet, snow.” The Eskimo, on the other hand, has a rich 
vocabulary at this point because the various types of snow that 
he confronts from time to time are matters of considerable 
practical importance to him. 

In somewhat less obvious fashion much of our ordinary lan- 
guage carries the imprint of the more practical, provincial con- 
cerns of an earlier day which render it unsuitable for scientific 
discourse that secks to make experience intelligible in terms of 
underlying explanatory principles. A further complicating factor, 
of course, is the fact of lag in the reconstructing feedback of 
science into common sense. Ordinary language thus reflects not 


a nonscientific posture but, perhaps worse, the ways of 


° Auguste Comte. The Positive Philoso i tineau 
> sophy (1830), Harriet Marti 
(trans.) John Chapman, London, 1853, vol 1, p. 2. 


merely 
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posing and answering questions of an outmoded science. Our 
language contains many vestiges of Comte’s first stage of the 
development of thought, and indeed the very subject-predicate 
structure of the languages of Western culture reflect early devel- 
Opments in the second stage. This is one reason, incidentally, 
why communication becomes a critical problem when reading 
such philosophers as Dewey or Whitehead. Philosophy depends 
largely upon ordinary language. When one tries to make this lan- 
guage express a radically different conception of the universe 
and of experience than it has done for two thousand years one 
must expect some communication difficulties. 

Francis Bacon once noted that, although men may assume 
that reason governs the use of words, in reality it is often the 
other way around. And so science has found it necessary to 
develop special vocabularies and systems of notation to facilitate 
Concise distinctions and quantification and to enable problems to 
be stated with precision. And this, of course, promotes in turn the 
Systematization of knowledge. 

There is an aspect of this characteristic of science that is of 
Special interest to education as an applied behavioral science. It 
is the matter of developing operational meanings for terms in the 
language of education. Consider, by way of illustration, the 
Science of metallurgy. As this science developed out of common 
Sense it was necessary to make more precise many of the terms 
of ordinary language dealing with the properties of metals. For 
example, for centuries common sense had recognized and uti- 
lized the difference in “hardness” that exists among various 
Metals. But more exactly what is meant by “hardness.” In com- 
mon-sense language it means many things—resistance to scratch- 
ng, to chipping, to bending, to penetration, as well as resistance 
to molding, to heating, and, of course, resistance to general wear 
and tear. A word with so many and so generalized meanings is 
much too vague for a science. 

A number of specific tests for hardness were developed. One 
test, consisting of a carefully specified set of operations, meas- 
ured hardness by noting how deep a metal surface was pene- 
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trated by a diamond point of specified size under a specified 
amount of pressure. Other tests were developed to measure 
exact resistance to other aspects of the common-sense meaning 
of hardness. Such tests are frequently known by the name of the 
man who developed them. Today one may hear a metallurgist 
say, “This piece of steel has a Rockwell hardness of 37 while 
that one is only 34,” or “The hardness of this metal on a Bernell 
test is 52.” Since each of the various tests for hardness measures 
different but related characteristics, there are high correlations 
among the tests but not perfect ones. There are thus several 
different operational meanings established for “hardness” within 
the science of metallurgy. 

This situation is somewhat similar to the operational meanings 
given to the common-sense word “intelligence” within the 
science of psychology. But, unfortunately, within education we 
have generally not disciplined ourselves to careful use of oper- 
ational language. We go part way by glibly saying that Johnny 
has an IQ of 113. But there are many tests of intelligence and, 
again, the correlations are fairly high but not perfect. Moreover; 
there are considerable differences in reliability, so that to report 
that Johnny has an Otis Short Form of 113 is rather different 
from reporting that his IQ has been measured at, say a Wechsler 
113. 

We have noted earlier that, within education as an applied 
behavioral science, statements about practice should ideally be 
scientifically controlled descriptions and judgments about the 
various behaviors and experiences involved in the educational 
enterprise. We now see that this requires an operational lan- 
guage. For example, at the present time one hears teachers argu- 
ing about statements such as “ability grouping leads to a better 
learning situation.” What is the argument about? If operation 
language were employed, one could at least tell what is at 
issue. In a science of education such a statement might become 
“A Ross ability grouping, under such and such circumstances, 
will lead to significant improvement on the Conway-Arkansa$ 
Placement Tests.” To know that such an assertion is true or false 
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will, of course, not automatically answer questions of educational 
policy, to say nothing of questions of theory or philosophy. Yet, 
without the scientific control that such operational language 
would facilitate, there can be no sound empirical base for 
education as an applied behavioral science. 

8. Depersonalized or Dehumanized Knowledge. It is some- 
times said that science (especially academic or pure science) is 
depersonalized or even dehumanized. We noted above that one 
reason why ordinary speech tends to be unsuitable for science is 
that such language reflects man’s immediate concerns rather 
than the needs of a systematically organized body of knowledge. 
When generalized, this fact enables us to see one of the reasons 
why we would not refer to astrology as a science, in contrast to 
astronomy.‘ Astrologists certainly have made careful observa- 
tions of the same objects in the sky that have interested astrono- 
mers, Moreover, a great deal of rather complicated organizing 
and classifying of material has taken place within the subject 
matter of astrology. But the system of beliefs engendered by this 
study has not been ordered systematically, in terms of underlying 
explanatory principles. An astrologist is not interested in explain- 
ing why Saturn is in the ascent during a certain period, he is 
interested rather in what effect this may have on the lives of 
particular people. It is revealing to note shat an obsolete 
definition of astrology is “practical astronomy. 

It is in this sense, then, that science is characterized by deper- 
sonalized or dehumanized knowledge. In order to develop sys- 
tematic explanation, inquiry must be pursued in a way that 
holds at bay the normally pressing desires and concerns and 
values of the various individuals involved. Again, in its most 
generalized sense, this means setting aside the typically human 
or anthropocentric approach to experience. ved in the applied 
sciences where systematic knowledge and inquiry are put to work 
to accomplish human goals, problems have to be viewed 
objectively. 
be able to think of other reasons why 


“The reader should, of course, 
astrology should not be called a science. 
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This striving for objectivity that characterizes science does not 
mean, however, that science has developed a set of rules which 
guarantee that all personal bias or human error will be elimi- 
nated if the rules are carefully followed. Operationally, scientific 
objectivity means simply the control of inquiry and judgment by 
the procedures presently deemed the most likely to lead to war 
ranted assertions in the subject matter under discussion. Various 
sciences have developed various procedures. One should be 
careful, therefore, not to overgeneralize from the methods and 
procedures developed within a particular science. For example, 
if one should attempt to characterize all science by generalizing 
from the methodology of physics, one would likely conclude 
that very little other than physics is worthy of being called 
science. Or if one becomes provincial about the role of statistics 
in educational research he may find himself arbitrarily dismissing 
all other research as nonobjective. 

4. Stipulations and Methodology. Even a brief commentary 
upon the nature of science would be incomplete without discus- 
sion of some of the stipulations or methodological assumptions 
that are said to characterize the enterprise. Perhaps the most 
basic of these stipulations is the one frequently referred to as the 
uniformity of nature. At the level of philosophic analysis a num- 
ber of troublesome questions arise concerning this stipulation, 
ranging from how man can possibly justify this assumption when 
every procedure that might appear to justify it has already 
assumed it in advance to whether the Creator of the universe 
operated according to the laws that science has discovered. This 
last question is sometimes phrased, “Is God a mathematician? 

In the nineteenth century the philosopher looked at the world 
described by science and concluded that God must be a mathe- 
matician; now the philosopher looks at mathematics and 
concludes that the mathematician must be a Godlike creator. 


For the mathematician said: 

Let there be numbers such that the first number is one 
And the next number is one more 

And the next, still one more, and so forth. 
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And there were numbers without end. 
And the mathematician beheld what he had made 
And saw that it was good. 


And then the mathematician said: 

Let x be any number and y be any other number, 

And let x plus y equal y plus x. 

And let x times y equal y times x. 

And addition and multiplication became commutative. 
And the mathematician beheld what he had made 
And saw that it was good. 


And then the mathematician said: 

Let z be still any other number 

And let the sum of x and y times z equal the sum of y and z times x 
And let the sum of x and y plus z equal the sum of y and z plus x 
And addition and multiplication became associative. 

And the mathematician beheld what he had made 

And saw that it was good. 


And then the mathematician said: 
And now let z times the sum of x plus y, equal the sum of the 


products of x and z and y and = e ie 
And addition and multiplication became distributive. 


And the mathematician beheld what he had made. 

And he rested, for he had made mathematics. 

From a methodological standpoint, however, it appears that 
Science, as an enterprise, assumes simply that experience is 
orderable, that it is worthwhile to attempt a systematic organi- 
zation of knowledge and that such an approach has, in fact, been 
Pragmatically justified—that is, it has turned out to be helpful. 
As a stipulation that characterizes science, the notion of the 


uniformity of nature may then be construed to mean that any 


Collection of statements that are not ordered in terms of some 
art of the corpus 


uniformities of nature are not to be considered p 
of scientific knowledge. This does not mean, of course, that every 
investigation that fails to produce conclusions that are accepted 
into the corpus of a science is thereby unscientific. 

Another stipulation is that science requires public verifiability. 
The uninitiated may interpret this stipulation in a too literal fash- 


ion, imagining that science requires a “team approach” in which 
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one’s observations and calculations are checked, step by step, by 
one’s colleagues, with all procedures carefully recorded and 
described so that other scientists may duplicate the work and 
thus attest to its “public verifiability.” It is true, of course, that, in 
striving for objectivity, scientists exercise great care to avoid 
“personal errors,” but this is usually more a matter of proper 
training in the use of procedures and equipment than a literal 
checking of one another’s work. Public verifiability runs deeper 
than this. What is stipulated is not that work be publically 
verified, but that it could be. ; 

The case of a scientific test for color is frequently cited in this 
connection. There are persons who are color blind. A typical case 
of color blindness is inability to distinguish between certain 
shades of pink and greenish-blue. Such persons may be said FO 
have a built-in or permanent personal error, or illusion. This 
being the case, it is said that science cannot utilize the usual 
observations about color as experimental evidence, for such 
observations could not be verified by the color-blind segment of 
the public. In other words, in the matter of shades of color, 
public verifiability seems impossible. : 

It turns out, however, that public agreement can be obtained 
on shades of color by introducing certain indirect tests. In the 
case of pink in contrast to greenish-blue, for example, pat? 
agreement can be obtained by viewing these colors throug” 
ruby-tinted glass. Through the tinted glass, pink and blue objects 
appear different to both color blind and normal vision. ee 
appears light red; blue appears dark red. And, of course, with 
more complicated laboratory equipment, colors can be trans- 
lated into a range of wave lengths concerning which public 
agreement can be obtained. : 

Sometimes a person will report that he sees or feels or kear 
something that others nearby cannot observe and, since scienc? 
does not wish to be arbitrary in what it excludes as auaa 
such a situation sometimes calls for serious investigation. or 
investigations are undertaken in light of a point already notes 
namely, that belief is willingness to act. In the case of a pers 
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who is willfully lying, “tricks” of some sort can be devised that 
will cause his actions to reveal the lie. Even in the case of a sin- 
cere report, the fact of illusion or hallucination will usually come 
to light through application of the principle that belief is a 
willingness to act. 

There is always the possibility, of course, that an individual 
will truly believe (i.e., will consistently act upon) an observation 
that others conceive as a mistaken one. In such a case, society, 
More or less arbitrarily, pronounces the individual insane. In 
terms of our earlier discussion of the nature of knowledge such a 
Situation could be explained by noting that an individual could 
allow a factual assertion to perform an analytic function in exper- 
ience. For example, the story was once told of a certain individ- 
ual who concluded one morning that he was dead. When his 
friends could not persuade him to give up this notion, they 
arranged for him to see a psychiatrist. The doctor, having no 
greater success than the man’s friends, finally took a scalpel and 
cut the patient’s arm so that blood appeared. As the patient 
observed the blood the physician asked, “There! Now doesn’t 
that prove something?” The patient replied, “It certainly does. If 
I hadn’t seen this I would never have believed that a dead man 
could bleed.” 

Finally, at least one more stipulation should be noted that is 
usually referred to as the law of parsimony. It has been said that 
Science should not needlessly multiply conceptual entities or 
hypotheses. It is this stipulation that has kept science minimally 
metaphysical. Science has not endeavored to develop elaborate 
Speculations concerning what might conceivably be true; it 
Strives, rather, to find the simplest explanation for what may be 
Publically observed. When alternative hypotheses, theories, or 
explanations are advanced, ceteris paribus (i.e, other things 
being equal) the more simple is taken to be the better. 

Simplicity should not be confused with familiarity or with 
other common-sense tests of plausibility. Science strives for 
Systematic simplicity which, as already noted, is the attempt to 
order the widest possible range of phenomena in terms of the 
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fewest possible explanatory principles. This is why, frequently, 
what seems simple to a scientist seems complicated to a layman, 
and even the other way around. For what seems like a simple, 
straightforward explanation to common sense (e.g, that the sun, 
moon, and planets revolve around the earth) may seem unneces- 
sarily complicated to the scientist when he attempts to build a 
systematic explanation. 


SCIENTIFIC LAWS 


It has frequently been observed that science is the study, par 
excellence, the results of which may be expressed in the indica- 
tive mood, since it is this mood that is used to represent or indi- 
cate objective fact. Inasmuch as the grammatical tenses, moods, 
and syntax of our language were invented a long time before the 
development of modern science, it seems unlikely, on the face of 
it, that grammatical distinctions would have any direct corres- 
pondence to the sort of classifications that may emerge in an 
analysis of the controlled inquiry of the present day. Neverthe- 
less, there is a very persistent common-sense notion that science 
is concerned primarily with discovery of “facts,” that the facts 
are “out there” waiting to be discovered, and that the hypotheses 
and theories of science are merely shrewd guesses, later to be 
replaced by “true facts” once these have been discovered. From 
what has already been said concerning the characteristics and 
stipulations of science, we can see that this common-sense notion 
about science goes wide of the mark. Just how wide can be better 
understood if we examine the nature of the laws formulated by 
science. 

i A scientific law is an assertion of an invariable association of 
independently defined variables or properties. Various kinds of 
associations have been noted, and one of the kinds first noted by 
inquiring man was the association of properties that define a 
or class of objects, For example, iron is a type of object that 

. ongly attracted by magnets and that will rust quickly in 
moist air. Silver is very malleable, capable of a high polish but 
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will tarnish, especially if exposed to stifling fumes. Much of early 
science was concerned with refining such taxonomy as had been 
developed by common sense; and, as might be expected, many 
unfruitful classifications were made, based on associations that 
were thought to be invariable but which later broke down under 
more careful analysis. 

A very brief review of the 
chemistry may illustrate this matter. 

At about the beginning of what Comte called the metaphysical 
stage in the development of human thought, the notion became 
widespread that the world is formed of four basic elements: 
fire, air, earth, and water. With various modifications, this basic 
notion dominated man’s thinking into the Middle Ages and, 
mixed with various magic rites and formulas, gave rise to the 
pursuit of alchemy. Transformed into hotness, dryness, coldness, 
and fluidity, the same basic notion exerted considerable 
influence on medical practice. 

In 1702, the German chemist Stahl invented the term phlogis- 
ton to name “the fiery element present in all substances.” The 
notion of phlogiston, though still carrying the traces of the early 
developments of human inquiry, nevertheless stimulated a series 
of experiments that tied in with the industrial revolution and 
brought on the development of modern chemistry. For, in 1775 
as a result of such experimentation, Lavoisier isolated and named 


Oxygen as an element. In a short time air was shown to be about 
One-fifth oxygen and nearly four-fifths nitrogen, and water was 
gen and hydrogen. 


dis : 
iscovered to be a compound of oxy 
In the next century, chemists in various countries continued 
analyzing substances into compounds and elements. By the 


middle of the century, some sixty distinct elements had been 
identified, with each one’s primary characteristics established. 
As compounds and elements were studied, it became possible to 
develop a number of chemical recipes, so to speak, even though 
the fact that certain elements could be joined in certain ways 
and not in others was not yet explainable in terms of then- 


development of the science of 


formulated principles. 
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But the basic conception of atomic weights was already in 
process of development. In 1804, John Dalton, a Quaker school- 
master, working in the light of Newton's idea that gas could be 
considered as made up of tiny, solid, elastic spheres, proposed 
the theory that each chemical element was made up of atoms; 
each of a distinct kind, and each having a particular weight that 
could be denoted by a number. Within about fifty years, the 
Italian Avogadro conceived the molecule as two or more atoms 
joined to form a single unit of matter. Using hydrogen—lightest 
of the known elements—as a base and assigning it the atomic 
weight of 1, the other elements could be compared with it and 
each assigned its appropriate atomic weight. For example, 
oxygen turned out to be 16. 

As the various elements were studied and their atomic weights 
determined, some sort of underlying order seemed to be sug- 
gested. In 1870, the Russian, Mendeleev, showed that, if the ele- 
ments were arranged in ascending order of atomic weights, they 
fell into periodic groups having similar characteristics. Men- 
deleey left blank spaces in his table for unknown elements and 
predicted the approximate weights and densities for many of 
the elements later discovered, 

In the meantime, Sir Edward Frankland proposed the valence 
theory to explain how elements combine to form compound 
molecules and Kekule introduced the idea that molecules may 
be arranged in various ways by their atoms being formed into 
chains, rings, and the like, By the end of the nineteenth century, 
this work merged with the work of physics through the discovery 
of the X ray, radium, and the high-energy particles called 
electrons. 

Early in the twentieth century, the atom was conceived as 4 
miniature solar system with the nucleus made up of a dense core 
of Protons and neutrons and various numbers of electrons orbit- 
ing around the center. As this conception was refined, it led to 
reexamination of the chemical periodic table and it turned out 
that the table of weights could now be explained in terms of the 
number of electrons, protons, and neutrons that form the atoms 
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a oo elements. For example, the hydrogen atom with 
T Si w of 1 is composed of 1 proton and 1 electron. 
ae > ; TE helium, has an atom of 2 protons and 2 elec- 
et a vith 2 neutrons also in the core) and uranium, the heav- 
en then known, has a core of 92 protons plus many 
es ent 92 electrons orbiting about the core. And, of 
aed e work has continued, with the latest findings and 
a of conceptualization resulting in the spectacular 
-day developments within subatomic technology. 
The points to be noted are these: 

z Ao seg and naming, or orderin 
This is es, is a fundamental characteristic of human thought. 
aiba actually a creative process even though its results appear 
ees cases of discovering traits implanted by nature. 
me a s insight concerning the similarity of the fall of an apple 
a e aeons of the moon around the earth was certainly 
eda an a “discovery” in any obvious sense of the word. He 

(i.e., conceived) a likeness that no one else had seen. In the 


case pee ers 
of conceiving of the atom as @ miniature solar system, here 


Wi $ 
as a likeness that literally could not be seen. It turns out that 
ptual rather than a 


roupi 
eee and ordering is basically a conce 
ceptual® activity and, although the manifest intent of such 
tive, it is also normative, sug- 


el construction is descrip 
ing ing that subsequent inquiry should view relevant phenomena 
me way rather than another. 
= Starting with the familiar kinds of objects and events of 


co ; i 
ie sense, scientific development consists of both analysis 
synthesis. On the one hand, it breaks down such common- 


Ee “elements” as fire and earth, showing that they do not 
Me an invariable association of properties. On the other 
hor it puts together, in a way that frequently violates common 

, such unusual combinations as the fall of an apple and the 


m 5 
OVvement of the moon. In the first process, science starts with 


g things on the bases of 


d that even perception involves more than a 
ted sensa. AS Norwood Hanson has remarked, 
ets the eyeball.” See Patterns of Discovery, 


W 
Passive = previously note 
eta faa of uninterpre 
Cambria, more to seeing than me 
ge, 1961, pp. 6-7. 
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the simple associations or “laws” of common sense, analyzes 
them and shows that they are not laws at all, then explains 
common-sense objects and events in terms of a few simple 
underlying associations that really do appear to be invariant. In 
the second process, science starts with simple laws that define 
types of objects, discovers additional invariant relations among 
these types, and thus arrives at new more general laws. At a 
given time in the development of a given science, one or the 
other of these processes may be more in evidence, but both 
processes are necessary for full development. 

3. We have said that a scientific law is the assertion of an 
invariable association but our brief review of the development of 
chemistry enables us now to see that what is thought to be 
invariant, and hence a law, at one stage in the development of a 
science may later turn out to be too gross a generalization. In 
other words, the process of refinement is continuous. If yester- 
day’s science was a refinement of common sense, today’s science 
is a refinement of yesterday’s science. In any event, in even the 
most advanced sciences no one today would assert that the 
limits of analysis have been reached or that present laws assert 
invariant associations that are absolute. This again shows that at 
any given time science may be viewed as the best knowledge or 
the best warranted assertions in terms of the best methods of 
inquiry then available. 

There are, of course, types of invariant association other than 
the association of properties that define kinds of objects. From a 
common-sense point of view, perhaps the most obvious kind of 
invariant association is the invariable sequence that is usually 
called cause-effect. We have already noted that the notion of 
cause-effect is an unusually vague and tricky one so a little 
further analysis of the idea may be in order. Common sense is 
inclined to say that if and only if event B is invariably preceded 
by event A, then A is the cause and B an effect. A little thought 
Shit the matter enables us to see, however, that not every such 
invariant sequence is considered cause and effect. A man will 
die if and only if he has first been born. The day is invariably 
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followed by the night, or, for that matter, night is invariably 
followed by day. The common-sense notion of cause-effect is 
obviously something different from the notion of invariable 
sequence. 

Does science have a more refined conception of cause-effect? 
Actually, this question is somewhat controversial today, but it 
appears that physical science is in the process of so refining the 
idea of cause-effect that it is refining it away, at least as an 


ontological category. In our most advanced physical sciences, it 


is becoming increasingly awkward to maintain that there are 
he conception of effect is 


laws that assert cause-effect relations. T 
essentially teleological. In the behavioral sciences, therefore, 
since man may be viewed as the cause of the effects he 


produces, cause-effect may continue to be a fundamental idea. 

Our most highly developed sciences are increasingly char- 
acterized by numerical laws, for example, the assertion that one 
magnitude is proportional to another. In Chapter 4 we con- 
sidered a list of various types of true statements and number six 
Of the list was “The electrical current through a conductor is 
Proportional to the electrical pressure between its ends.” This is 
known as Ohm’s law. A slightly different type of numerical law 
1S well illustrated by Galileo’s law for freely falling bodies in a 
vacuum: d equals gt?/2, where d is the distance, t the duration 
of fall, and g the acceleration due to gravity: Still another type of 
Numerical Jaw is increasingly becoming characteristic of modern 
Science, namely, statistical laws—laws concerned with percentage 
°r probabilities of aggregate behaviors (whether of physical 
Particles or human beings) in contrast to assertions of invariant 
associations that enable one to predict the occurrence Or 

ehavior of particular events or of individuals. 
p What does it mean to say that the assertion of a scientific law 
is a true assertion? Is it factually true, OF formally true? Or is 
there involved here a third meaning of truth that should be dis- 
tinguished from the formal and factual meanings of truth, iden- 
tified under our discussion of the nature of knowledge? In order 
to answer this question, we must first consider the nature of 
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scientific theories and their relation to laws. But before proceed- 
ing we may note that, by the time a science has reached a stage 
of development that permits formulation of such general laws as 
we are now considering, it has moved away from expressing 
itself in the indicative mood. The moods, the tenses, and all the 
grammatical forms of ordinary speech remain just what they are 
—forms of common-sense expression. If one insists upon using 
grammatical distinctions to point to a characteristic of science, 
then it would be approximately correct to note that the laws of a 
well developed science assert not “facts” but subjunctive con- 
ditionals. Galileo’s law, for example, does not “indicatively assert” 
that nature contains bodies freely falling in a vacuum but rather 


that if there were such freely falling bodies then d would equal 
gt?/2, 


SCIENTIFIC THEORIES 


As a science in its early stages proceeds with refinement of the 
taxonomy of common sense, it is likely to be largely empirical. 
This is to say that its laws are developed and refined through 
observations that are much more precise and carefully con- 
trolled than are those of common sense. It is necessary to keep 
in mind, however, a point developed in our consideration of the 
nature of knowledge, namely, that both formal and factual func- 
tions of thought are operative in every assertion of matters of 
fact. Hence, no matter how obviously empirical a science appears 
to be, its assertions always involve some formal relation of mean- 
ing. As long as a science emphasizes refinement of the observing 
procedures of common sense and largely takes for granted the 
implicit ideational patterns, the laws that are discovered are 
said to be empirical ones. We noted, for example, that very 
early in Greek thought the idea or theory was developed that 
all the material of the universe is made up of four basic elements 
in various combinations. By the Middle Ages, this theory or way 
of viewing experience became thoroughly incorporated into 
common sense, By improving observation, the developing 
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science of chemistry analyzed what common sense took to be 
the four basic elements and empirically discovered the invariant 
associations of properties that defined a series of elements and 
compounds. This work went forward, without much explicit 
consideration of the underlying idea or theory that the material 
of the universe was made up of basic elements in various 
combinations. 

Eventually, however, chemistry became more consciously 
theoretical. This is to say that the notions of elements, com- 
pounds, atoms, molecules, atomic weights, and valence were 
entertained as ideas or theoretical constructs. Explicit attention 
Was now given to the formal function involved in chemistry’s 
factual assertions, and attempts were made to construct theories 
that would explain or account for the empirical laws that had 
been discovered. A successful theory, when rigorously formu- 
lated, implies the known relevant empirical laws. That is, the 
laws may be deduced from the theory. Furthermore, additional 
laws may be deduced from the theory or from a slightly modified 
Or extended form of the theory. Such additional laws must, of 
Course, be empirically justified, or the theory will be rejected or 
Modified. Nevertheless, once a theory is well accepted the laws 
that are deduced from it are generally known as theoretical 

ws, in contrast to empirical laws which are not yet explained 

ya consciously formulated theory. i Ag, 
e more developed a science becomes the more likely it is 

at its new laws will be first deduced from theories rather than 
‘iscovered empirically. Nevertheless, any law that has been 
Sstablished empirically retains a certain independence even 
though it is later systematically explained by a theory. The 3 
Why certain laws may be retained after the theory that originally 
®xplained them may be modified or rejected. It thus appears 
at science is basically empirical, with its theoretical superstruc- 
ture standing or falling in terms of the degree of confirmation 
at may be discovered through empirical-experimental proce- 
ures, But such a conclusion is not entirely es Tt turns out 

at, although a law that is established empirically does enjoy a 
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certain independence from any particular theory that caplains 
it, it is not independent of all ideational structuring. If nothing 
else, the terms employed in stating the law are a part of some 
common-sense pattern of meaning. 

For example, largely through careful observation, a number 
of laws were discovered concerning the behavior of any gas when 
confined in a vessel: the pressure is inversely proportional to 
the volume; at a constant volume the pressure increases propor- 
tionally with the temperature. Other laws were discovered that 
state the relation between pressure and the conducting of heat, 
and so on. Very early in this work, Isaac Newton proposed that 
such gases might be thought of as made up of tiny, hard, elastic, 
spheres or particles that move about, continually colliding with 
each other and with the sides of the container. It was not neces- 
sary, however, to adopt this theory or “way of viewing” a gas in 
order to establish experimentally the various empirical laws 
about pressure, volume, and conduction. 

Early in the nineteenth century a more elaborate version of 
Newton’s idea, known as the Dynamical Theory of Gases, was 
created to explain the various laws of gases. When such a mole- 
cular theory of gases was rigorously formulated it was found that 
from it the known laws of gases could be deduced. Thus, the 
science of thermodynamics was developed. Still later, it was 
found that by introducing certain statistical procedures the laws 
of thermodynamics could be related to the general laws of 
motion developed in the science of mechanics. In other words, 
the empirical laws of gases are experimentally meaningful and 
verifiable, whether they are viewed more or less in isolation, aS 
part of classical thermodynamics, or as part of modern physics. 
And, presumably, they would continue to stand even in the 


unlikely event that all our present theories that explain them 
were to be discarded, 


But, epistemologically speaking, the notion that such laws 


ate “experimentally meaningful and verifiable more or less in 
isolation” is misleading, Generally speaking, when a law or any 
factual assertion appears to be meaningful apart from any 


WHAT IS SCIENCE? 127 


theory, we should suspect that it is a part of some implicit com- 
mon-sense theory that is so widely accepted that it escapes 
notice, Actually, in the case of the laws of gases, many of the 
ideational structures or ways-of-viewing experience involved in 
their assertion are not even very deeply buried in common 
sense. Except, perhaps, in the case of the pressure cooker, we do 
hot normally have much occasion to think about volume, pres- 
ae and temperature in connection with gases. When we con- 
sider Boyle’s law, which states that the pressure of a gas is 
inversely proportional to the volume, we discover that it is not 


really very meaningful unless understood in the light of a com- 


mon sense that has already been somewhat refined and extended 
y-Lussac’s law that 


by classical physics. And, in the case of Ga 
States “if the volume of a gas is held constant the pressure 
increases proportionally to the temperature,” there is involved in 
it an operational meaning of temperature that is different from 
Our usual or everyday use of the thermometer. So it turns out 


that such empirical laws are not fully meaningful independent of 
theory, even when “theory” is construed to include the implicit 
theories of unrefined common sense. 

The point of all this is that science can never be more inde- 
Pendently empirical than common sense, and actually it is con- 
Siderably less so. Many of the factual assertions of common sense 
appear to exhibit an independently empirical nature simply 
because the implicit ideational structures are taken for granted. 
This is to say, epistemologically, that the assertions are about 
recognizable objects, events, and relations. Knowledge about 
them gained through careful observation appears to be immedi- 
ats knowledge.* Hence, such assertions are believed true or false 
on the basis of observation Or experimentation conducted inde- 


Pendently of any explicitly formulated theory. When such asser- 
tions are about invariant associations, they may be called 


emir 
™pirical laws. 
But, as a science refines the empirical generalizations of com- 
al structures and modifies 


Mmi z $ 
On sense, it introduces new ideation 


a 
Ante, pp. 76-77. 
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many of the implicit ones of common sense. For example, as 
empirical procedures are refined, many ideas receive new or 
refined operational meaning even though the old linguistic 
expressions are retained.” And, since individual scientists are, 
quite properly, more concerned with advancing knowledge 
within their own specialty rather than with carefully observing 
and reporting their own thought processes, they continually pour 
new conceptual wine into the old linguistic bottles. It may well 
be that Newton believed that the basic concepts of his system 
such as space, time, mass, acceleration, and force were 
thoroughly empirical, being directly derived from experience by 
abstraction, yet developments in modern science (particularly 
relativity theory) have made it increasingly difficult to maintain 
such a view. There is now a widespread recognition of the role 
of what Einstein and others have called free invention in the 
development of the basic constructions of science. This growing 
recognition is a correlate of the recognition of the formal or 
analytic nature of the postulates of mathematics.® 

All of this would seem to suggest that the usual distinction 
between empirical and theoretical laws is of doubtful value. 
Nevertheless, the distinction may be useful on other grounds. A 
theory, in addition to explaining laws in the sense that the laws 
may be deduced from the theory, frequently explains in the 
-sense model or analogy for under- 
zations that are empirically justified. 
in nineteenth-century science. One 

a series of careful observations, 


Propositions from which this law and other laws about gases 
"Fora discussion of how, for e; 
as under, 


xample, the operational meaning of “length” 
Macmilla 


gone change see P, W, Bridgmen, The Logic of Modern Physics, 
a n Paperback, 1960, pp. 3-25, 
BS Albert Einstein, “On the Method of Theoretical Physics,” Oxford, 
» Teprinted in Edward H, Madden, The Structure of Scientific Thought, 
ar ye Boston, 1960, pp. 80-84, 
nte, p. 82, 


WHAT IS SCIENCE? 129 


could be formally deduced, and one would still not feel that he 
understood very much about the behavior of gases. When, how- 
ever, a theory “explains” that gases are made up of molecules 
that are continually bouncing against each other and against the 
sides of the container, then one is likely to feel that he under- 
Stands why it is that as volume is decreased the gas exerts 
greater pressure on its container. Or again, when it is suggested 
that the atom may be viewed as a miniature solar system, such a 
theory elicits the feeling of “having explained,” in a sense more 
Satisfactory than the most beautiful set of mathematical 
equations, 

In twentieth-century science, however, the usefulness of 
explanatory models, especially common-sense mechanical mod- 
els, has been subjected to review and it appears that frequently 
Such models tend to explain too much. There are evidently two 
Points at issue here. The first has to do with the age-old difficulty 
of reasoning by analogy. It has often been observed that no 
analogy is perfect and, indeed, if it were perfect it would be of 
no use since it would merely reproduce exactly the original 


Problem-situation. Any analogy or model, therefore, will always 


Suggest either too little or too much or both, and since, as we 
“feeling of understanding,” 


have noted, models tend to elicit a 
itis always appropriate to raise the question whether a model is 
dulling more than sharpening sensitivity to the nature of the 
Phenomena that it explains. 
The second point turns on the question of the so-called inde- 
terminacy that has become so incorporated in recent science. 
Tom a programatic standpoint, science has always operated 
under a deterministic approach and it still does. By the beginning 
of the twentieth century, science had become so dominated by 
classical mechanics that it had, in effect, erected its determinis- 
es approach into a kind of determinism. For example, it was 
assumed that, given a finite, self-contained system of mass 


Points (our solar system may 
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mechanics it would be possible to calculate the state of the sys- 
tem for all points of time forward or backward. This was so 
firmly believed that whenever such formal calculations were not 
closely approximated by empirical work the conclusion was that 
either the observations were inaccurate or that the system being 
observed was not properly bound—that is, that there were addi- 
tional forces at work that had not been included in the calcula- 
tions. In other words, the principle of determinism performed 
an analytic or a priori function in inquiry not unlike the way in 
which a system of geometry functions in relation to problems of 
mechanical engineering. 

In contrast to all this, there was proposed early in the twen- 
tieth century the principle of Uncertainty Relations that said in 
effect (as it relates to our last paragraph) that, first, it is in prin- 
ciple impossible to determine with exactitude both position and 
velocity of a mass at a given time, and that, second, repeated 
applications of the same force on the same mass point cannot be 
observed to be invariant, What is invariant, given a large sam- 
ple, is the mean variation from the calculated velocity. Thus, the 
shift from mechanical models based on a Newtonian conception 


of absolute space and time to a statistical analysis of events in a 
relativistic space-time matrix. 


Actually, however, long before development of these twen- 


tieth-century ideas, what might be called little pockets of inde- 
terminacy had been incorporated into science. For example, 
consider games of chance involving, say, dice, It has long been 
held that the results of the next throw are nonpredictable. One 
could argue, of course, that the dice obey the laws of motion and 
that if all the forces affecting their movement were calculated 
the results of the next throw would be determinable. But this 
overlooks the analytic function of the definition or the way of 
conceiving “true dice” and “free throw.” If in any particular case 
one could actually predict the next throw (even with the slight- 
est accuracy), then we would say that either the dice were 
loaded or the throw was rigged. In other words, the way in which 
the matter is Conceived imposes limitations. In this case it creates 
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an indeterminacy that requires statistical treatment if the 
deterministic program is to be carried forward. 

N ovy in the case of subatomic physics, we should note that the 
Original conception of the atom as a miniature solar system has 
undergone radical modification in order to make it square with 
experimental phenomena that have been developed. One might 
say that, at first, electrons were conceived as little thingamabobs 
moving in orbits. Now their “thingness” has largely disappeared, 
leaving only “bobs” that may jump about obeying statistical 


rather than mechanical laws. Again, the way in which these mat- 
a determination of the data 


ters are conceived simply rules out 
der traditional mechanical 


that would permit prediction un 
models, 

If the question now arises as to whether, underneath these 
Conceptual limitations, all events (whether involving dice, elec- 
trons, or human behavior) are really determinant and could be 
Predicted if we just knew enough, we should recognize it as a 
metaphysical question beyond the reach of science. In any event, 
should not confuse metaphysical doctrines (such as deter- 
Minism and free will) with questions about the usefulness of 
Various models in the several sciences. Science tries to under- 
Stand, in one way or another, what can be publically observed. 
In order to do this, it employs various conceptual models even 
though it may be that every such model imposes both too much 
and too little on what it explains. But this may be just another 
Way of saying that any system of human thought cannot be both 
Consistent and complete (or even completable) at the same time. 

So it is that the question of what constitutes an adequate or 
appropriate mode of explanation remains à controversial one. 
And it is conceivable that a new answer to this question could 
Mark the beginning of a fourth stage in human thought, beyond 
the three stages noted by Comte. 

It turns out then that the “truth” of a scientific law may be use- 
fully differentiated from formal truth, which is a correct asser- 
tion of a relation of meanings, and factual truth, which is an 
assertion that conveys a correct impression about some existen- 
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tial state of affairs. For, if a fundamental characteristic of science 
is its systematically organized knowledge, then the truth of a law 
within this system (in contrast to a formal assertion about a rela- 
tion of meanings within the system, or a factual assertion about 
the existential affairs that have been lawfully ordered) depends 
upon systemic considerations involving both formal structure and 
factual content. And in actual practice the acceptance or rejec- 
tion of a proposed law requires explicit consideration of both. 
More significantly, a reconstruction of an accepted Jaw may be 
called for because of either a new way of relating meanings (such 
as a shift from Newton’s absolute space and time to Einstein’s rel- 
ativistic space-time) or a new impression of existential affairs 
(such as may be gained by a new means of observation, say a 
radio telescope or an instrumented satellite in space). The deci- 
sion to retain, reject, or ascribe new boundaries of applicability 
for the law rests on systemic considerations rather than on a 
true-false decision about either a clear-cut formal or a clear-cut 
factual assertion. The decision turns on the question of what is 
the most parsimonious or least disturbing adjustment to the 
science as a whole. Systemic truth is, therefore, a matter of 


economy and power in addition to logical consistency and 
correspondence with “fact.” 


TEACHING SCIENCE 


Inasmuch as it is philosophy of education, not philosophy of 
science, that is our primary concern, it seems appropriate to close 
this brief discussion of science by considering whether our analy- 
sis is suggestive for educational theory, policy, and practice. Do 
the characteristics, stipulations, and organization of science sug- 
gest any directives for education in general, and for the teaching 
of the several sciences in particular? 

i Such. subjects as mathematics, physics, biology, geography— 
indeed, most subjects usually identified as academic in the high 
school curriculum—are frequently thought to perform a twofold 
function in education through at least the first two years of col- 
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lege. On the one hand, such subjects perform a vocational func- 
tion, introducing the student to various areas of potential 
specialization and providing a foundation upon which many 
vocations may rest. On the other hand, such subjects are said to 
contribute to one’s liberal or general education. Furthermore, it 
is frequently said that these two functions are not entirely com- 
patible. A student preparing to become a specialist in, say, his- 
tory, or physics, needs to master a range of detailed information 
and techniques that runs considerably beyond what is of interest 
or benefit to the student not planning to specialize in that area. 
Another way of posing the same problem is to note that a given 
course may be introductory and preparatory for some students 
while introductory and terminal for others. One of the most com- 
mon general criticisms of course-work at the college level is that 
each course is taught by a specialist in the area and taught as if 
all students in the course were preparing to become specialists 
in that subject. 

_ Curriculum makers have sometim 
tion by introducing special courses for the nonspecialist. Usually 
such courses have been known as survey courses at the college 
level or as broad fields or core curriculum at the high school 
level. As one would expect, two kinds of criticism have been 
directed at such attempts: It is said that this results in watered 
down versions of subject matter. The teachers who really know a 


given subject matter (ie., true specialists ) do not like to teach 


Such broad surveys, hence such courses tend increasingly to be 
ever really mastered 


taught by people who have not themselves 
the subject. This produces further watering down and deforming 


of the subject. The other kind of criticism is directed at the idea 
that there is a real conflict between the general and the special 
education functions of a course. It is argued that there is only one 
Way to attain an understanding of any subject—a sustained, rig- 
°rous, systematic study of the details of that subject. If the sub- 
Ject has any general educative value (and the proponents of the 
argument do not agree among themselves concerning which 
Subjects do and which do not); then it should be pursued to 


es tries to remedy this situa- 
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some appropriate level, just as if one were expecting to specialize 
in it. The difference between a specialists understanding of a 
subject and a general understanding of it is primarily a matter of 
how far one goes. 

Now if fundamentally science is knowledge systematically 
organized in terms of underlying explanatory principles, it 
appears that a grasp of such principles should be of prime con- 
cern to both the student seeking a general education and the stu- 
dent seeking to prepare himself for eventual specialization in a 
given subject matter. The problem of curriculum and teaching 
methods, with respect to this question, then resolves itself into 
the question of how best to teach for a grasp of the basic struc- 
tures or principles of a subject. Fortunately, the question of 
effectiveness of various ways of teaching is basically an empirical 
one and there is some evidence to suggest, first, that the basic 
structures of various subject matters can be at least partially 
understood (perhaps intuitively) by relatively young or inex- 
perienced students, second, that a. student need not plough 
through large amounts of detailed information in order to grasp 
such principles, and, third, that once the student has attained 
such insight it becomes much easier for him to master the details 
of the subject in meaningful fashion. If this turns out to be the 
case, then some sort of spiral curriculum would seem to be indi- 
cated.” This is to say that at whatever level a subject is first 
introduced, the prime objective should be to help students gain 
some understanding of its most fundamental principles. Teach- 
ing of the subject in subsequent years should be designed to 
expand this understanding by filling out the skeleton, so to speak, 
and putting meat on the bones. The kind of minute attention to 
esoteric detail that fascinates a specialist should be emphasized 
only in the advanced study of the subject, typically in graduate 
school. 

Unfortunately, the question “What are the fundamental prin- 
ciples and structures of the various branches of knowledge?” is 


* See Jerome S. Bru 


: ner, The Process of Education, Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, 196 


0, esp. chaps. 2 and 4. 
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aor merely an empirical one. A body of knowledge is not a phys- 
ical thing that can be taken apart in order to see how it is con- 
structed. In the next chapter, therefore, we shall take a 
preliminary look at some of the problems that arise when one 
undertakes to set forth the basic structures of knowledge. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL READING 


Chapters 4, 5, and 6 in Beck, Philosophic Inquiry, chapters 6 and 
7 in Titus, Living Issues in Philosophy, and chapter VI in Randall and 
Buchler, Philosophy: An Introduction, provide a good introduction to 
the nature of science. In reading Beck, special attention should be 
given to the Appendix to chapter 4 in which a very instructive illus- 
tration of scientific method is presented. 

Three books in philosophy of education 
ence in relation to education: 


Bayles, Democratic Educational Theory, chapters 5 and 6 
Phenix, Philosophy of Education, chapters 18 through 21. 
Scheffler (editor), Philosophy and Education, pages 143-198 


Students desiring to pursue the subject further should consult some 
of the standard texts in philosophy of science. One of the best known 
of these is Logic and Scientific Method by Cohen and Nagel. There is 
a very readable collection of essays presented by Madden (editor) 
under the title, The Structure of Scientific Thought. Students inter- 
ested in a more advanced study of the logic of scientific explanation 
May wish to consult Nagel, The Structure of Science. 

There are available a wealth of paperback books on the nature of 
Science. Here are a few of the titles students seem to find most helpful: 


discuss the nature of sci- 


Bronowski, The Common Sense of Sci 
ries E. A., The Metaphysical Foun 
ampbell, What Is Science? 
pomni On Understanding Science : 
anto and Morgenbesser (editors), Philosophy of Science 
Frank, Philipp, Philosophy of Science 
Schrodinger, Science, Theory, and Man 
itehead, Science and the Modern World 


ence 
dations of Modern Science 


CHAPTER 6 


What Are Structures of Knowledge? 


ONE oF THE most pressing educational problems of our time is the 
so-called knowledge explosion. As knowledge expands and the 
rate of expansion accelerates, educators are faced with a frightful 
dilemma. Either the length of school day and year must be 
increased or old material must be deleted to make room for new. 
Moreover, either choice, or a combination of the two, can never 
be more than a stopgap measure. If, however, students can be 
taught to grasp the underlying principles and the basic structures 
of various subject matters without being required to master an 
ever-increasing body of detail, then it seems reasonable to hope 
that both the general and the preparatory functions of education 
may be accomplished, perhaps more effectively, in the same 
length of time now devoted to these functions. 

Furthermore, if there are no sharp breaks between common 
sense and science nor between the various sciences, then it 
would seem likely that an emphasis upon basic structures and 
principles of a subject would provide the most promising base for 
both the integration of learning and the transfer of training. As 
students gain insight into some of the most fundamental struc- 
tures that cut across many disciplines, a base would be estab- 
lished for that refinement of common sense which, as previously 
noted, may be the key to a truly liberating education. 

There is nothing new about urging the schools to emphasize 
fundamentals, Difficulties arise when we try to translate this 
advice into Courses of study and curricula. What are the funda- 
mental Principles and structures of the various subject matters or 
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disciplines, how are these related to one another, and what are 
the relevant psychological and pedagogical considerations that 
should be taken into account? The development of courses of 
study runs beyond the proper domain of philosophy of education. 
Nevertheless, there are certain aspects of the problem that are in 
need of clarification, and that is a concern of the philosopher of 
education. 


ORGANIZATIONS OF KNOWLEDGE 


Early in our discussion of science it was suggested that science 
may be viewed simply as the best established knowledge pres- 
sently available in terms of the most perfected methods of 
inquiry. It would follow that science, as an activity, would be any 


Sustained effort to arrive at such knowledge, and there would be 


No obvious limits to what science may study. On the other hand, 
s and stipula- 


our more detailed discussion of the characteristic 
tions of science would seem to suggest that not all forms of 
Serious inquiry should properly be termed “scientific.” What then, 
May science study? No attempt will be made to answer this 
question in a definitively proscriptive or even prescriptive man- 
ner, for in doing philosophy of science any trace of dogmatic 
Prescription is tantamount to denying one of the most funda- 
mental characteristics of scientific inquiry, namely, that science 
is autonomous—it is self-regulating, and no doubt will continue, 
as it has in the past, to decide through its own activity, what it 


will study and how. 

i It is frequently asked why there are many sciences rather than 
Just one big science. Two kinds of answers are usually given, one 
to the effect that science is so complex and far-reaching that 
More or less compartmentalized specialization is inevitable, and 
another that the range of objects and relations studied by the 
Various sciences are so widely divergent that one should not 
expect that there would be any principles or methodologies 
applicable to the entire range. The first answer misses the point 
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and the second answer converts an a posteriori question into an 
riori assumption. 

Mien ne true that today no one man could a 
understand all of the sciences, it is likely also true that present y 
there is no man who thoroughly understands even all of physics. 
But such an observation says nothing at all about the “logical 
unity” of physics in particular or of science in general. And a for 
the differences that exist among the subject matters of the various 
sciences, the nature of such differences is one of the things that 
science is trying to determine—it is not something to be taken 
for granted. 

It appears, then, that here is a kind of paradox. On the ong 
hand, if a characteristic of science is an attempt to systematize 
knowledge in terms of a decreasing number of underlying Ben 
eral principles, then the unity of science (that is, the organizing 
of all sciences into one big science) is an obvious goal. On the 
other hand, if no system of thought can be both consistent and 
completable, then the unity of science is, theoretically, an unob- 
tainable goal. And so it is that although, from time to time, many 
persons have attempted to arrange the 
plines or forms of knowledge into some 
or periodic table, today it is widel 
attempts should be viewed only as heu 
limited range of usefulness, 


For example, in Book VI of The Republic, Plato developed a 
scheme for grasping man’s attempts to attain knowledge. Plato 
divided all such attempts into four levels: conjecture, belief, 


ng, and pure reason. Pure reason could grasp the 
“reals,” that is, the Platonic “ideas,” whic 


were thought to be more real than 
material universe, Understanding 


These exist on the level of man’s conceptual life. Translated into 
Present concerns, hypothetical ideas could be viewed as a name 
for the theoreti 


tical constructs and laws of science. Belief, for 
Plato, was at the level of “things,” that is, actual objects and 
events, while conjecture was concerned with “images.” Such 
images suffered from double or compounded imperfection—they 


various sciences or disci- 
sort of organization chart 
y recognized that such 
ristic devices with a very 


h, as we noted earlier, 
the imperfect copies of the 
was of “hypothetical ideas. 
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were partial and imperfect copies of actual things, which were, 
in turn, imperfect copies of “reals.” At this lowest level nothing 
more than conjecture was possible. 

Variations on Plato’s way of organizing knowledge are still 
popular today! and may still be useful to the educator in that 
they encourage a comprehensive view that cuts across the tradi- 
tional subject matter boundary lines. In the teaching of any of the 
sciences, for example, Plato’s organization of knowledge should 
enable teacher and students to grasp both the hypothetical 
nature of scientific knowledge and the systemic aspect of the 
truth” developed by the science. On the other hand, such a 


o be very helpful when one tries to decide 


view does not appear t 
ples of a 


what are the most fundamental structures or princi 
given science or body of knowledge. 
Aristotle divided the disciplines into thre 
retical,” “The Practical,” and “The Producti 
theoretical is to know or to understand. The aim of the practical 
is to do, and the aim of the productive is to make or to create. 
Each requires special kinds of subject matter and special compe- 
tence. For example, theoretical disciplines, such as mathematics 
and the natural sciences, require investigators who are able to 
reason logically, to deal with abstractions, to build comprehen- 
Sive theories; and the objects of study must possess at least rela- 
tive permanence and uniformity. Thus it is that, say, physics 
deals not with singular facts (particular events) but with general 


facts (invariant associations ). 

In contrast to the theoretical discipli 
Plines are concerned with subject matte 
alteration. Such subject matters, for example, 
ter and social institutions have the necessary characteristics. The 
chief practical disciplines for Aristotle were ethics, politics, and 
education. The practitioner obviously needs certain skills and 
abilities that differ from, or go beyond those needed by one 
Undertaking theoretical investigations. 

The productive disciplines, such as engineering, the fine arts, 


er Adler. The Difference Between Knowledge 
tional Television Films, No. 28. 


e classes: “The Theo- 
ve.” The aim of the 


nes, the practical disci- 


r capable of change or 
as human charac- 
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ind example, see Mortim 
pinion, National Educa 
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and the applied arts, require material that is even more malle- 
able and skills that are more specialized and distinctive. 

If we look at the typical school curriculum from the stand- 
point of this Aristotelian framework, we note overwhelming 
emphasis on the theoretical disciplines and neglect of the prac- 
tical ones. Or, perhaps, what has happened is that our schools 
are confused, having transformed theoretical disciplines into 
how-to-do-it courses. Perhaps we teach mathematics and science 
not to enable the student to know but to do. And, conversely, 
what little attention we do give to ethics and politics seems to be 
more concerned with knowing than with doing. 

In any event, these classical ways of organizing knowledge 
appear strange to many public school teachers and administra- 
tors. This may be due, at least in part, to their stemming from 
what Comte called the second or metaphysical stage in the 
development of human thought. In the third or positivistic stage 
we have generally attempted to organize knowledge in terms of 
subject matter. Comte suggested the following arrangement: 
mathematics, physics, chemistry, biology, sociology. Such an 
organization, no doubt, seems much more familiar, and if we 
keep in mind the merely heuristic nature of any such attempt at 
organization, an expanded form of this arrangement may prove 
helpful for our purpose. Consider the following: 

1. The formal sciences, such a 

2. The inorganic sciences, 
chemistry 

3. The biological sciences 

4. The hominological science. 

5. The ideological sciences, 


s logic and mathematics 
such as physics and inorganic 


> the biological body, Finally, “behavioral” generally 
includes studies of an: 


, perhaps, should be included under 
Se 


? The term “ideology” was 


f popularized by philosophers of the French 
Enlightenment as the science 


that explores the origin and development of 
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When the sciences are arranged in this way, a number of obser- 
vations arise. There appears to be a movement from the abstract 
a hae from the general to the particular, from the more 
ia i to the more empirical, and from the more advanced to 
a tae developed. ‘And of course it is clear that our num- 

icate only noticeable stages in these movements rather 


than sharp breaks. There is, for example, only the thinnest of 


lin ; 3 i ‘ : 
es between inorganic and organic chemistry, and the science 
d hominological; indeed, so are 


: physiology is both biological an 
arge portions of modern psychology. 
Ones about the characteristics of science that were discussed 
er? Is it the case that as we move from one through five in 

ts arrangement of the sciences we find inquiry decreasingly 
aracterized by systematic organization in terms of underlying 
explanatory principles, precise language, depersonalized objec- 
tivity, and careful adherence to such stipulations as the uni- 
formity of nature, public verifiability, and parsimony? Possibly 
So, although it appears that such characteristics and stipulations 
may have a somewhat different meaning in the formal sciences 
than in the inorganic sciences, and perhaps still different in the 
biological sciences. If this is so, then one might expect them to 
undergo further modification in meaning in the hominological 
and ideological studies. Furthermore, as noted earlier, even 


s and Holbach, ideological studies 
y disentangling truth from the 


— In the hands of such men as Helvetiu 
Prej ane attempt to obtain objectivity b : 

SES ices fostered by partisans of church, state, or social class. In more 
“dent times some men have claimed that bias is universal and the term 
heey has frequently been taken to mean the manner. of thinking 
is racteristic of a particular society OF class (e.g. bourgeois ideology), 
Tt SA event, “ideological” should not be confused with ideographic. 
F as frequently been claimed that history is ideographic while science 
z nomothetic, ie., history deals in particular events while science deals 
TTE laws. But history is always both more and less than a simple 

g of particular events. 


So History should not be confused with the various 
urces (documents, chronicles, etc.) us 


a ed by the historian. A meaningful, 
seml, history is always a structured account of the facts—structured by the 
Storian in terms of the ideas and values that are intel 


lligible to the society 
at is the intended reader. Since facts never speak for themselves, there is 


a ing necessarily unscientific or nonobjective about presenting facts in a 
eaningful way. History becomes nonscientific when the historian violates 
e canons of objective inquiry 4S he selects and establishes “the facts.” 
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though a certain inquiry may not produce a body of knowledge 
that meets all of the requirements for inclusion in the corpus of 
science, it does not follow that the unsuccessful attempt must be 
classed as unscientific. In any event, our arrangement of the 
sciences suggests that it would be rather arbitrary to select any 
point in the list and maintain that the studies above it were 
scientific while those below were not. 

On the contrary, it may well be the case that at any point in 
the arrangement one could pose questions that would not yield to 
scientific investigation because of such deficiencies as the lack of 
publicly verifiable evidence, the unavailability of precise lan- 
guage, failure to adopt a depersonalized objective approach, and 
the like. And, if this be so, then it follows that the less well-devel- 
oped sciences may be less well developed not because (as is fre- 
quently alleged) they are more recent in origin and deal with 
more complicated subject matter that is less approachable 
through controlled inquiry, but because, in these areas, we may 
have been posing the wrong kinds of questions. 

Unfortunately, it is much easier to note that we may be asking 
the wrong kind of questions than to point out how we may go 
about asking the right ones. Surely, however, a direct, sustained 
effort to make our inquiries exemplify the characteristics of 
science that have been discussed would have salutary results. 
Fortunately, our heuristic arrangement of the sciences suggests a 
more indirect approach that could also prove useful, namely, a 
deliberate shift in the less well-developed sciences toward con- 
cerns that are more abstract, more general, and less directly 
empirical, 

Again we should note that it would be presumptuous for 4 
nonspecialist in a given science to attempt a prescription for the 
shortcomings of that science. Nevertheless, a few illustrations 
may help us to understand some of the difficulties encountered 
in the less well-developed sciences. Consider what constitutes an 
appropriate degree of abstraction. In psychology, for example, is 
it possible that much of the conceptualization has proceeded at 
an unfortunate level? For instance, observable behavior is fre- 
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quently described as aggressive, anxious, hostile, dependent, or 
the like. Such description may be too abstract and interpretive to 
permit reliable protocols (comparable to, say, reports of pointer 
readings in the inorganic sciences) yet too empirical or “behav- 
ioral” to encourage truly creative theoretical manipulation (com- 
parable to, say, theoretical constructions using mass, energy, 
momentum, etc.). Or again, consider the general absence of 


idealized conceptual entities and conditions embodied in the 


subjective conditional mode of expression. It appears that the 
any constructions that 


typical psychologist has shied away from 
would compare favorably with “freely falling bodies in a 
vacuum.” 

We are not suggesting that ps 
low a mathematico-deductive approa@ 
dition, for example) that apes too closely the procedures of 
physical science. On the contrary, our plea is for the develop- 
ment and testing of novel structures and modes of explanation. 
Tf psychology is to remain distinct from biology, on the one hand, 
and sociology, on the other, then perhaps what is needed is the 

free invention” and theoretical elaboration of a system of non- 
reified psychic constructs that would generate hypotheses for 


ordering observable behavior-* 

Closely related to these matters is the question of whether 
Sociology, for example, can ever hope to explain (and thus pos- 
sibly to predict) human behavior in terms of some underlying 
uniformities or whether it must be content with the kind of sta- 
tistical generalizations that are presently characteristic of this 
Science, One cannot help but wonder whether much of the 


research in this science has not been motivated by the desire to 
rather than to develop and test underly- 


les. What is sociology to be, in Aristotelian 
1 discipline? 

lems of the hominological and 
f how to deal with the 


ychology should necessarily fol- 
ch (as in the Hullian tra- 


obtain practical results 
e explanatory princip. 
erms—a theoretical or a practica 
__One of the most perplexing Pr° 
ideological disciplines is the matter 0 
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human values that are so centrally located in these studies. We 
noted that one of the characteristics of science is that it adopts a 
depersonalized objective approach to its problems. Can man be 
objective about human values—especially about his own values? 
Since our next chapter is about the nature of value, we shall once 
again postpone discussion of this question. 


STRUCTURES WITHIN A DISCIPLINE 


Regardless of how one strives to organize knowledge as a 
whole, whether one regards science as an essential unity or as a 
complex of essentially distinct disciplines, regardless of where 
one draws the line between scientific and nonscientific disci- 
plines, the question still remains as to what are the basic struc- 
tures of any given discipline, say, mathematics or history. The 
curriculum maker may be more interested in seeing human 
knowledge as a whole, but the teacher and textbook writer is, 
understandably, concerned with determining the basic principles 
and structures of a particular discipline. Again we should note 
that this problem runs far beyond the domain of philosophy of 
education. Nevertheless, some of the questions involved are cer- 
tainly worth consideration by anyone striving for comprehensive 
understanding of education, 

What do we mean by “the basic structures of a given disci- 
pline”? The root meaning of discipline or subject matter is, sim- 
ply, “that which is taught or presented for thoughtful 
consideration or study.” The root meaning of structure is “to 
build, or to put together.” When information, skills, ideas, oF 
ideals are presented for study, they need to be put together or 
organized in some logical fashion. One may then say that the 
structure refers to the way in which the parts have been put 
together—that is, the way in which they are interrelated and are 
meaningful as parts of a whole rather than as a collection of 

"For a brief dis 


cussion of the meaning of subject matter see Smith, 
Stanley, Shores, Fund r > 
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independent items. And, of course, many subject matters are 
quite complex, containing many subgroupings, so that we more 
accurately speak of its structures rather than of a single structure. 
_ Typically, in our culture, subject matter has been organized 
into research disciplines and, as we noted earlier, when a subject 
matter is organized in terms of underlying explanatory princi- 
Ples, we refer to it as a science. The various sciences differ not 
only in the different objects studied but, perhaps more signifi- 
cantly, they differ in the types of explanations and research 
methods that are employed. Indeed, where the modes of 
Tesearching and explaining tend to converge, it becomes difficult 
to distinguish two sciences even though the objects studied are 
Presumed to be quite distinct. Consider, for example, the pre- 
Sumed distinctiveness of mathematicals, physicals, chemicals, 
and biologicals, in contrast to the fused nature of theoretical 
Organic chemistry. 

Whether or not it may be called a science, any organized area 
of knowledge or discipline involves some basic conceptions and 
Procedures that are the “organizers.” It is these that are called the 

asic structures of that discipline and it is these structures that 
Sive the discipline its distinctiveness. If the discipline is a viable, 
Stowing one, it is these structures that largely determine what 

nd of questions will be posed and researched, what kind of 
data will be developed and how they will be interpreted. It fol- 
Ows of course that unless the discipline is dogma, the basic struc- 
tures will be relatively stable rather than absolute. If the 
iscipline is a scientific one, then the structures may be system- 
atically reconstructed as an increase of knowledge developed 
Under one conception permits the conceiving and testing of 
More powerful ideas. 
_ Tt has long been recognized, at least theoretically, that it is 
"portant for the teacher to understand the structure of the dis- 
Cipline he teaches, Without such an understanding, how can he 
Judge what is important as against what is trivial? Without such 
Understanding, how can he judge what sort of preparatory exer- 
Sises are necessary for students to grasp what he is trying to 
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teach? Unfortunately, however, it has frequently been thought 
that almost any way of organizing is satisfactory, as long as all the 
material is covered. Actually, of course, the time has long since 
passed when it was possible to teach more than a fraction of any 
field of knowledge. But many teachers have evidently shrugged 
off this fact as something to worry textbook writers but not 
teachers. If a teacher “covered the book” he did his job. In simi- 
lar fashion, if he understood the way the book was organized, 
this was all that was required. Under this approach, history, lit- 
erature, even the sciences became whatever was in the book 
rather than dynamic fields of inquiry. And many books consisted 
of enormous quantities of facts and formulas, with little 
conceptual structure beyond superficial taxonomy. 

Now that the knowledge explosion has become more obvious, 
we are coming to recognize not only that it is important for the 
teacher to understand the living structure of the field of knowl- 
edge (in contrast to the organization of standard textbooks) but 
also that this same living structure is the most important “fact” to 
be taught. In short, understanding of structure is of prime impor- 
tance to student as well as teacher. We have noted, with John 
Dewey, that the aim of education is more education. It is the 
understanding of the structures of a subject that permits other 
ideas to be related to it meaningfully. It is the grasping of struc- 
ture that adds most to the meaning of experience and increases 
control over the course of subsequent experience. 

It is not surprising that it is in the formal and physical sciences 
that courses of study have recently been developed in terms of 
the structures of the disciplines to be taught. It is in these 
sciences that there is most agreement concerning basic structures 
and it is these same areas of study that, in the public mind, are 
most closely or most directly related to national security and, 
hence, in the best position to obtain financial support. A report 
of the American Association for the Advancement of Science? 

° American Association 


for the Advancement of Science, Misc. Publication 
No. 63-66, The New School Science, Washington, D.C. 
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indicates that all of the new science curriculum projects have 
included the following features: 


1. They have sprung from the minds mostly of professional scien- 
Osis. 5 «x 

2. They have involved, along with the scientists, professional educa- 
TONS. o nc 

8. They have had the organizational strength and the prestige to 
attract substantial financial support, most of it from the National 
Science Foundation. This has enabled talented people to throw 
themselves into the problem completely on a full time basis as 
opposed to taking it on as a peripheral activity along with their 
regular jobs as is so often the case in preparing new curricula and 
in writing textbooks. 

4. Their emphasis has been on basic science and not on engineering 
or technology. A student is asked to explore and discover, to 
develop an understanding of the big ideas in the science rather 
than to memorize large numbers of facts and formulas, many of 
which will be out of date in a few years. 

- Their approach has been a total one in which a complete kit of 

materials has been provided to help both students and teachers. 

They have made provisions for the tryout of the new courses in 

hundreds of schools with many thousands of students. As a part of 

this phase, feedback information has been collected to aid in the 
evaluation of the courses and to guide their further development. 

In addition, special training programs for teachers have been con- 

ducted all over the country. 

These programs have seemed to awaken interest in education by 

other professional groups and to stimulate others not directly 

Connected with the schools to consider their responsibility in the 

improvement of education." 


In discussing the nature and organization of science, we noted 
that, although it would probably be unwise for workers in the 
Ominological and ideological studies to imitate too closely the 
Conceptions and procedures of the physical sciences, neverthe- 
ess, more rigorous efforts to exemplify in their work the funda- 
Mental characteristics of the more mature sciences would likely 
ave salutary results. We may now suggest that teachers and 
Curriculum makers in any field of knowledge may profit from 


"Ibid, p. 5, 
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close attention to the following statement of “New Goals for 
Science Education.” 


Modern science teaching should attempt to: 


1. Provide a logical and integrated picture of contemporary science: 
the theories, models, and generalizations that show the unity of 
science. 

2. Illustrate the diverse processes that are used to produce the con- 
clusions of science and which show the limitations of these meth- 
ods: the ways of inquiry and the structure of scientific knowledge. 

3, Enable the student to reach at some point the shadow of the fron- 
tier: to experience the meaning of “we just don’t know” and to 
become sensitive to the progress of science. 


In science teaching efforts are made to avoid the fragmentation and 
discontinuity represented by the unit organization of traditional sci- 
ence courses. Coherence and conceptual structure are sought through 
integrative themes that provide a logical picture of the course. Series 
of learning cycles are established to allow for growth in understand- 
ing. The framework of the course is strengthened through continuing 
concern with the characteristics of scientific inquiry. Students are led 
to feel that science is more a verb than a noun; more a process than a 
product. 

Those who would develop new courses in science must raise the 
quality of learning. Quality in science is sometimes defined as know- 
ing the characteristics of a science, its methods of investigation, an 
the nature of its data. It is recognized in the student’s ability to pat- 
tern the conclusions, processes, and theories of science. The students 
understanding of the structure of science is revealed by his capacity 
for logical thinking within the subject. A 

Grasping the structure of a subject also means understanding it 17 
a manner that permits other ideas and new knowledge to be related £0 
it in some meaningful way. When ideas have been grouped and uni- 
fied, a student is in an intellectual position to use his knowledge tO 
attack new problems. Through the act of problem-solving, learning 
becomes more versatile and the student’s capacity for thinking 
increases. 

The emphasis upon ordering or structuring of knowledge seems to 
be the best way in which the common high school science subjects can 
be taught. It also places the learner in a favorable position for the hat- 
boning of new knowledge. It is the most efficient way for origina 
learning to take place if understanding is the expected outcome a” 
retrieval is the goal. Even more important, the capacity of the student 
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to generate ideas, to attack old questions and to raise new ones is 
greatly enhanced. 

The ideas expressed here are in contradiction to a teaching proce- 
dure which consists mostly of describing the phenomena of science, 
memorizing its nomenclature, and reciting its laws. They are in con- 
tradiction to courses organized into distinct units without thematic 
Continuity in which students have little concern for what has preceded 
or what will follow.’ 


STRUCTURES OF PRODUCTIVE DISCIPLINES 


Even if we assume (as our organization chart of the sciences 
would suggest) that the problem of delineating the structures of 
the hominological and ideological studies is not essentially diff- 
erent from the problem of structure of the physical sciences, 
there still remains the question of the structures of literature and 
the fine arts, These productive disciplines do not appear in our 
organization chart, yet they are typically included in the school 
Curriculum. In what sense do these disciplines convey knowl- 
edge? Are they included in the curriculum because of their cog- 
nitive content, or for some other reason? Are such disciplines 
Structured in ways that are essentially different from the subject 
matters included in our organization chart? 

In order to deal with such questions, let us develop three dis- 
tinctions: (1) knowledge within versus knowledge about a dis- 
cipline, (2) discursive versus nondiscursive symbols and mean- 
ings, (3) discursive versus nondiscursive purpose and function. 
(The reader will note, of course, that in order to structure this 
topic for our study or discussion we are proposing these 
distinctions as the “organizers.” ) 

1. Very early in this book we noted that history of philosophy 
should not be mistaken for philosophy itself. We should also note 
that history of literature or music is not literature or music. What 
about literary criticism or art criticism? Criticism of philosophy 
may be philosophy and, of course, some literary criticism may be 
properly classed as literature. But criticism of music or painting 


° Ibid., pp. 6-7, 
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or sculpture or ballet, though it may on occasion attain the status 
of literature, does not thereby become music or painting or 
sculpture or ballet. Of course, it is possible that a composer could 
construct a musical composition that criticized music or a great 
painting could stand as a criticism of, say, a certain style of paint- 
ing. But normally, both history and criticism of a given discipline 
convey knowledge and judgment about that discipline in contrast 
to conveying knowledge within or by means of that discipline. 
History and criticism of the arts, therefore, are ideological disci- 
plines, rather than art, notwithstanding the undeniable fact that 
such “productions” (as is also the case in all sciences) frequently 
exhibit artistic qualities. Indeed, it may well be that artistic 
creation is more fundamental than either theoretical or practical 
(applied) discipline and may be the more basic or essential 
characteristic of human (in contrast to other animal) behavior. 

To the extent, then, that courses in literature or other arts are 
courses in history or criticism, that is, courses that convey knowl- 
edge about such arts, there appear to be no special problems 
about the structure of such knowledge. Special problems do 
arise, however, because many such courses presumably are 
designed to do more than teach about the arts, What else are 
they intended to do? 

It is generally maintained that courses in the arts are intended 
to accomplish one or both of two additional functions: the devel- 
opment of artistic skill, the development of artistic appreciation. 
What are the structures of skill and appreciation? Are skills and 
appreciation forms of knowledge? But first, let us continue with 
our proposed distinctions. 

2. Susanne Langer has pointed out? that knowledge conveying 
symbols may be of two types: discursive and nondiscursive. Dis- 
cursive symbols are always part of some conventional system oF 
language having a vocabulary and syntax. This is to say that dis- 
cursive symbols are, or may be reduced to, “elements” with con- 
ventionally fixed meanings out of which meaningful composite 

? Susanne K. Lan 


; ger, Philosophy in a New Key, Harvard University Press, 
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symbols may be constructed. For example, in the English lan- 
guage the elements are words,” having one or more fixed mean- 
ings, which may be combined into phrases, sentences, 
paragraphs, etc., to express discursively many complex meanings. 
In contrast, nondiscursive symbols, such as sounds, colors, shapes, 
movements, are neither elements nor made up of elements hav- 
ing conventionally fixed meanings." Nevertheless, such symbols 
may be combined to present meanings. For example, a picture of 
an object or event conveys information about the object or event, 
Sometimes more adequately than ten thousand words. 

Now, of course, much of what is conveyed by nondiscursive 
symbols may be more or less adequately translated into discur- 
sive symbols—using, if necessary, more than ten thousand words. 
But, presumably, there is always some residue of meaning. Or, 
the other way around, when one “paints word pictures” there is 
More conveyed than the meaning that is carried ‘discursively. If 
there is not a residue of nondiscursive meaning, then we have 
been dealing with less than a work of art—perhaps with some 
audiovisual aid. Our concern, then, is with the structure of the 
residual meaning—with meaning that is largely or wholly 
ineffable, 

At this point one is likely to remember Wittgenstein’s remark 
E the effect that concerning that about which one cannot speak 
it is best to remain silent. Nevertheless, here is the nub of the 
Problem of art education and this is the reason, no doubt, why 
Many have been willing to settle for apprenticeship training for 


10 9 : 
the Letters are, of course, still more basic units but, strictly speaking, ae 

ne are common to several languages they are not the elements oF Fnglish, 
word, have argued that sentences are the basic elements and that single 
ing faa ent they be used as one words sentences, have no clear fixed mean- 

n a Isolation. 
and Ometimes, certain ways of presenting meanings may become stylized 
Conventionally fixed so that what was originally a nondiscursive symbol 
gly, ni an element in a language. One thinks immediately of certain hiero- 
the pS Picture writing. Less obvious are stylized motions in, for example, 
are ea and parts of more complex ballet dancing. Interesting questions 
what ponat extent choreography has vocabulary and syntax and, hence, to 
sively pent (in Susanne Langers terms) a certain dance represents, discur- 

> M contrast to a nondiscursive presentation. 
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the development of both artistic skill and artistic appreciation. 
And it may well be that we should frankly acknowledge that 
some form of nondiscursive teaching must always remain at the 
heart of any program of art education. Yet there is much that 
can be discussed. 

3. One of the questions frequently discussed in courses and 
elsewhere, sometimes ad nauseam, is “What was the purpose or 
intent of the artist?” It is clear that many works of art convey both 
discursive and nondiscursive meaning, and although one can 
sometimes do no more than speculate concerning the intent of 
the artist, one can in more empirical fashion note the various 
functions which a work of art actually performs in a given setting 
or culture. One can, for example, discover to what use a given 
poem, painting, or musical composition is devoted in a school 
program. In addition to a number of more or less aesthetic func- 
tions, works of art are frequently employed to convey informa- 
tion, arouse emotions, build attitudes, reinforce moral commands, 
and the like. 

It would be foolish and arbitrary to attempt to dictate that 
selection of artistic creations in a school program should be made 
only for certain purposes. But it is equally foolish for teachers to 
ignore or default the question of criteria for content selection, 
relying merely on custom or textbook writers, And, of course, We 
should realize that, when the discursive functions of aesthetic 
selections overwhelm or eliminate their nondiscursive functions; 
we are no longer engaged in aesthetic education. 

What, then, is the nature of aesthetic education? One can cer- 
tainly be trained or indoctrinated with respect to aesthetics, just 
as in any other field. But is this all that is possible? This question 
is part of the larger question of education for valuing, which must 
await considerations to be developed in the next chapter. But at 
this point we may review relevant ideas that have already bee? 
partially developed and perhaps further explicate their meaning 
by applying them to the problem now before us. 

John Dewey once formulated the following definition of edu- 
cation: “It is that reconstruction or reorganization of experience 
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which adds to the meaning of experience, and which increases 
ability to direct the course of subsequent experience.”!? Thus far 
we have seen that meaning may be rather thoughtlessly organ- 
ized and reorganized by processes that resemble conditioning 
experiments, and meaning may be more thoughtfully con- 
structed and reconstructed.* We may, therefore, define learn- 
ing as any reconstruction or reorganization of experience which 
adds to the meaning of experience. But not all learning exper- 
iences are educative; some are dangerously miseducative, many 
are perhaps harmlessly noneducative. Only those learning exper- 
lences which increase ability to direct the course of subsequent 
experience are educative. 

Now, certainly, nondiscursive meanings can be organized and 
reorganized, and, possibly, constructed and reconstructed. This 
Second suggestion sounds absurd only to those who hold that all 
thinking is discursive—perhaps, indeed, subvocal speech. But 
Surely meaning runs deeper than language“ and it is possible to 
think with sensory qualities as well as with words. This does 
Not mean that we think with qualities that are immediate in an 
€pistemological sense. What we hear, feel, taste, smell are not 
raw sensa, but more or less meaningful (thus mediated) qual- 
ities. We recognize’ the sounds of a violin or the smell of roast 
beef, Surely it is obvious that such recognitions are based on past 
Experience, Although it is true that most of us are not well edu- 
cated with respect to nondiscursive meanings and, consequently, 
are not able to exercise much control over the aesthetic aspects 
o: experience, this does not mean that we remain virginal with 
respect to nondiscursive meanings. We may find many nondis- 
Cursive symbols meaningless, that is, to us they may be non- 
Symbolic. But whatever meaning they do present is mediate, not 
™mmediate, 


ie Democracy and Education, pp. 89-90. 
u Ante, pp. 76-79. ; 
Dot i Hullfish and Smith, Reflective Thinking: The Method of Education, 
a Ibid., pp. 38-41. 
nte, pp. 76-77. 
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It is because nondiscursive symbols do not have conventionally 
fixed meanings that the problem of delineating and teaching 
aesthetic structures is so baffling. There is certainly as much dif- 
ference among the various arts or media as among the various 
sciences, but more than that, since meanings are not fixed, there 
is a sense in which each artist (and even each consumer) is in & 
kind of Alice in Wonderland, where meanings are whatever you 
please. In this sense one may discuss not the structure of music, 
but the structure of a particular composition; not the structure of 
painting, but the structure of a particular picture. 

On the other hand, artists, as scientists and people in general, 
live and work within a culture, and the symbols they use are 
seldom entirely private or esoteric. Various tempi, shapes, colors, 
motions have frequently become so closely associated with types 
of events, emotions, or qualities that they constitute a rudimen- 
tary form of language—a language that is more fluid and ope? 
than ordinary language and, hence, at the end of a continuum 
opposite from the precise language of science. 

It is sometimes said that in abstract art or music the symbols 
are completely open, so that they suggest nothing at all or any- 
thing whatsoever. But we should note that there is more than 
one way in which the open-closed continuum may be construed. 
On the one hand, an open symbol is one that is vague or ambig- 
uous; it stands in contrast to a symbol that conveys precise O" 
unequivocal meaning. On the other hand, an open symbol is one 
that conveys private or esoteric meaning in contrast to public of 
exoteric meaning. And, of course, there are several modes of dis- 
cursive meaning, as well as the whole area of nondiscursive 
meaning. Now a given configuration may convey more than one 
kind of meaning in more than one mode, and each may be more 
or less open or closed in either of the two meanings of open- 
closed. It seems reasonably safe to assert that the language of 
science is both relatively precise and exoteric in all modes. But, 
as we move through common-sense symbols into the domain of 
the arts, the possible permutations become rather staggering. 

For example, without considering the question of what the 
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artist had in mind, we may note that a given abstract composition 
may convey to certain persons a relatively closed or determinate 
but highly esoteric meaning, whereas to others it may function as 
a kind of ink blot that calls forth a range of meanings of every 
conceivable kind and mode. 

It has sometimes been thought that only emotion is expressed 
by nondiscursive symbols. Under this view, art is simply tech- 
nique plus deep feeling. The artist expresses his feelings and the 
work of art is then capable of arousing similar feelings. Under this 
view, excellence is a matter of technique and composition, great- 
ness is a matter of the comparative triviality or profoundness of 
the feelings expressed and/or aroused. It follows that aesthetic 
education is a matter of refining one’s emotions or feelings. 

But to many this conception appears inadequate. There is lit- 
tle doubt that aesthetics and emotion are intimately related, but 
it seems doubtful that the nondiscursive meanings and functions 
of, aesthetics , are merely emotional any more than discursive 
meanings are entirely rational. In the presence of the masterfully 
restrained exuberance of Dvorak’s “From the New World” sym- 
Phony, or the magnificently romantic second piano concerto of 

achmaninoff, or the passionately articulate fifth and sixth sym- 
Phonies of Tchaikovsky, or the wizardry of Wagner, or the genius 
of Beethoven—in the presence of these does one find merely 
emotion plus technique? Or when the overwhelming technique 
and composition of Salvador Dali’s “The Last Supper” is set aside, 
is what is left merely emotion? It seems more likely that to fail 
to see the nondiscursive cognitive meanings in art is as myopic 
aS to overlook the aesthetic in mathematics or science. It follows 
that aesthetic education does not merely refine the emotions but, 
as is true of all education, it reorganizes or reconstructs experi- 
“nee (including the personality or self of the one experiencing) 
™ such a Way as to enhance the ability to control the course of 
Subsequent experience. And since every particular experience is 
aways a more or less arbitrarily taken segment of the continuing 
ine of experience and since experiences do not come nicely 
Sorted into emotional, rational, cognitive, aesthetic (these being 
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distinctions made within experience), it follows that aesthetic 
education should increase control over subsequent experience, 
not merely “subsequent aesthetic experiences.” 

Finally, as for the structures of skill and appreciation, to the 
extent that each of the arts is a discipline, it has its peculiar forms 
and taxonomy which, of course, can be taught. Even though 
knowledge about, say, the structure of a symphony in contrast ue 
the structure of an overture remains knowledge about music, it 
provides an entering wedge for the more intimate grasp of the 
cognitive content found within the discipline. This appears to be 
true of every discipline, whether scientific or aesthetic. Perhaps 
the essential difference between appreciation and skill is, simply; 
the difference between cognitive-emotional grasp and physical 
mastery. But there is no sharp break between the two. We think 
and know with muscle as well as with mind—we have noted that 
“believing” is “willingness to act.” 

Thus it is that to try one’s hand at painting or composing and 
performing music deepens appreciation, just as experience M 
laboratory or field project facilitates the cognitive-emotional 
grasp of the structures of a science, In the new science education, 
the emphasis on basic structures appears to be fruitful. Let us 
hope that specialists in aesthetic education will explore just as 
rigorously the possibilities of using this approach in their fields. 


PSYCHOLOGICAL AND 
PEDAGOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS 


Once a subject has been nicely structured, even if we avoid the 
mistake of treating it as a corpse lying in state rather than as 4 
vital, growing organism, there is still grave danger that we may 
slip back into an Herbartian, normal-school approach to instruc- 
tion.17 Unfortunately, recent dramatic development of sophis- 
ticated electronic computers, furnishing, as they do, important 
insights into effcient Processing and retrieval of information, 


"For a very brief 


k and critical presentation of the Herbartian view of 
education see Dewey, 


Democracy and Education, pp. 81-84. 
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may also encourage teachers to think of their students as 
machines to be programed. It is hardly a gain to bring subject 
matter to life only to treat the student as a lifeless mass of cells 
and circuits, 

No doubt it is true that a considerable part of what we try to 
accomplish in the classroom does have significant similarity to 
the programing and reprograming of machines. We deliberately 
arrange for students to reorganize and reconstruct their patterns 
of meanings in ways that are calculated to increase the students’ 
control over the course of subsequent experience. Moreover, 
much of this instruction can be facilitated and improved by the 
use of mechanical and electronic devices. Perhaps the limit 
toward which all this tends is a machine teaching at one end of a 
Coaxial cable and a machine learning at the other end. 

But, of course, this is not all there is to education.18 Teachers 
and students can behave in ways that are rather machinelike and 
there may be times when such behavior is appropriate. Yet the 
Very characteristics of the machine that command our respect— 
its efficiency and the antiseptic quality of its products—render it 
unsuitable as a model for the educative process. Human thought 
is rambling and gloriously contaminated with the yeast of irrele- 
vaney. Consequently, human thought can be right for the wrong 
Teasons and can make those fortuitous mistakes which, when 
‘sightfully grasped, may lead to truly original production. In- 

eed, it may well be that it is those deviations from “perfect 
Operation” which are typical of this or that person that constitute 
is Personality.!9 When machines develop personality we send 
em out for repair. 
ere are, then, some missing links between the structures to 
© taught and the education of students. One obvious link is the 
teaching act. Teaching is a productive and a practical discipline 
Tan art and an applied science—having structures of its own. 

SE ; ; i H S. Broudy, Paradox 

end Promoe eae Aaah, Ni 1901, “Teaching 


hines,” 1 «Mirabile Dictu,” pp. 74-85. 
* See Ç, West a. Prediction and Optimal Decision, Prentice-Hall 
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Unless we grasp the fundamental principles, conceptions, and 
procedures of this discipline, we may erroneously assume that 
teaching consists simply of programed instruction. 

For example, it might seem reasonable to assume that the basic 
task of teaching is the development of a sequence of presenta- 
tions, demonstrations, applications, examinations, and the like 
that would maximize accuracy, clarity, retention, consolidation, 
integration, recall, transferability, etc., and minimize rote learn- 
ing, proactive and retroactive inhibition, forgetting, compartmen- 
talization, obliterative subsumption, erosion of meaning, ete. And 
a firm grasp of the fundamental structures of a subject matter 
certainly facilitates such programing. It follows that preparation 
for teaching consists of mastery, under the guidance of subject 
specialists, of the subject or subjects to be taught, plus mastery, 
under the guidance of specialists in the psychology of learning, of 
the principles and techniques of programing. But such prepara- 
tion would be needed by only an elite group; the ordinary class- 
room could be managed by a trained mechanic who would use 
the programs prepared by the elite. 

The trouble with all this is that the structures of teaching as & 
discipline are, very likely, at least as complicated as the struc- 
tures of any of the disciplines to be taught. There is no reason BS 
assume either that there is some quick and easy road to their 
mastery or that this discipline is some sort of exceptional case in 
which a grasp of fundamentals is unimportant. Once again, We 
should note that a theory of learning is not an adequate substi- 
tute for a theory of teaching, and an adequate theory of teaching 
can be formulated only in the light of a comprehensive theory of 
education. A proper preparation for teaching should, then, 
include a cognitive-emotional grasp of education as a process of 
personal development, as a sociopolitical institution, and as the 
science and art of teaching, as well as the physical mastery of 


instructional technology. 
SUGGESTIONS FoR ADDITIONAL READING 


There are, perhaps, three lines of development that have converged 
to produce the current interest in the structure of subject matter. AS # 
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result of the cold-war emphasis on the role of science in national secur- 
ity, organizations such as the National Academy of Sciences, the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science, and the Car- 
negie Corporation have sponsored a “new look” at courses of study and 
methods of teaching mathematics, physics, chemistry, and biology. 
Many eminent scientists and educators have been involved and numer- 
ous materials have been developed—books, workbooks, films, etc. 
Many of these materials are available in School-of-Education libraries 
or curriculum laboratories. For a brief introduction one might read, 
The New School Science, which is number 63-6 of the miscellaneous 
Publications of the American Association for the Advancement of 
Clence, 

Concurrently, a number of psychologists (e.g., the Harvard Center 
for Cognitive Studies) have been taking a new look at the “structure 
of Cognition”—e.g., learning, thinking, problem solving, creativity. 
Some of this work seems to have been inspired by the studies of Piaget 
and some by recent developments in cybernetics. Piaget’s book, The 
Origins of Intelligence in Children, or Inhilder and Piaget, The 
Growth of Logical Thinking, are well worth reading in this connec- 
tion, For a brief, critical discussion of Piaget’s work see chapters 5, 

and 7 in J. MeV. Hunt, Intelligence and Experience. A popular 
Paperback on cybernetics is Norbert Wiener, The Human Use of 

uman Beings. A useful early report of the work of the Harvard Cen- 
ter for Cognitive Studies is Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin, A Study 
of Thinking. More recently, Jerome Bruner has brought together 

ese two lines of development in a very readable brief book, The 

rocess of Education. , 
su third development contributing to the interest in structure of 
ies ie matter has been the trend toward programed instruction and 
ial ching machines. Presumably, in order properly to program mater- 
i One should understand the structures of that material. Although 
Pi of the programs that have been developed are an improvement 
tiike the way the same material was organized in typical textbooks, 
with nately as yet the programers do not seem to have come to grips 
ject the Problem of delineating the fundamental structures of a sub- 
unit Viewed comprehensively. It is one thing to improve the way a 
und, *S organized and presented; it is more difficult to explicate the 
ane ne conceptions that make a subject more than a collection of 
es Finally, neither should be confused with a program for teaching 

i underlying conceptions. 

ile following these new developments one should be alert to the 
on that education may once again fall into the errors of Her- 
a anism, The present generation of teachers and professors may 
G largely forgotten the good reasons for moving beyond the nor- 
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mal school and its programed instruction—its lesson plans based on 
Herbart’s psychological associationism and his steps of instruction. The 
present generation of students may know little about this important 
period in the history of American education. As a propaedeutic to the 
study of structures of knowledge in relation to education, students 
should, therefore, review the ideas of Herbart. For this purpose pages 
271-283 in Ulich, History of Educational Thought, may serve. 

It would also be possible to confuse the new emphasis on structures 
of knowledge with the philosophic tradition of attempting to order or 
to organize human knowledge in terms of eternal principles. This tra- 
dition is as old as Plato and Aristotle and is still alive today. Students 
interested in a contemporary expression of this tradition should 
consult Martin, The Order and Integration of Knowledge. 

Finally, this whole area of concern was recently the topic of a Phi 


Delta Kappa symposium reported under the title, Education and the 
Structures of Knowledge. 


CHAPTER 7 


What Is Value? 


From tue BEcrNNin of the scientific revolution many of the men 
who were conducting experimental investigations got into trou- 
ble with organized religion. This occurred in spite of the fact 
that, for the most part, these early scientists were not irreligious 
men. When, however, the results of their investigations appeared 
to conflict with the established theological cosmology of their 
day, these men were faced with difficult alternatives. Since reli- 
gious orthodoxy was completely unyielding and since the new 
Scientific spirit could not be completely suppressed, some sort of 
truce or compromise was indicated. There finally developed a 
tacit agreement (perhaps not unlike some of the balance-of- 
Power or spheres-of-influence agreements reached by political 
Caders ) to the effect that science could investigate questions of 
act while questions of value, including of course all questions of 
religious and moral values, were to be marked “off limits” to 
Science, 

After several generations this agreement has become so taken 
for ranted that it appears quite natural, in its literal sense—that 
= the distinction between facts and values is assumed to be 

rectly observable in experience, perhaps like the distinction 

tween air and water. In any event, many people today look 
ack upon this agreement as a great victory for science. Was not 
Such an agreement the very thing needed to permit science to 
ee the objectivity, the public ca toe? the oe 
Pproach that is essential to a scientific refinement of com: 
Mon sense? 
161 
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Be this as it may, a result of this fact versus value bifurcation 
of experience has been that investigations into the nature of 
value have been largely cut off from the kind of systematic and 
cooperative inquiry developed in the sciences. While science has 
been involved in its search for new truths, value studies have 
generally been characterized by a search for, or adherence to, 
eternal truths. Nevertheless, there have developed some more or 
less widely accepted distinctions, classifications, and ways of 
posing problems in connection with the study of value. We shall 
need to consider some of these, therefore, as we attempt to inves- 
tigate the nature of value. 


LOCUS OF VALUE 


From a common-sense point of view each of us recognizes that 
man makes value distinctions. We like some things; dislike oth- 
ers. We consider some things beautiful; others ugly. We judge 
some actions good; others evil. Moreover, in the conduct of our 
daily efforts we tend to assume that the reason why certain 
objects are considered beautiful and others ugly is the presence 
or absence of certain properties or qualities in those objects. In 
much the same way we assume that an evil act exhibits certain 
characteristics that are distinctively different from the character- 
istics of a good act. 

When one becomes more thoughtful about this situation, how- 
ever, certain problems arise. For example, if beauty is in the 
object, that is, if what makes an object beautiful is the presence 
of certain objective properties, then why is it that we have such 
wide disagreements about beauty? One could answer immedi- 
ately, of course, that a person unschooled in matters of aesthetics 
is not likely to recognize beauty when he sees it. Nevertheless. 
disagreements about beauty are not uncommon even among the 
experts. And the same thing can be said about other forms of 
value, ranging from questions about what foods are the best 
tasting to what kinds of behavior are moral or immoral. 

More precisely, it appears that public verifiability or agree 
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ment is difficult if not impossible to attain concerning the alleged 
value properties of an object or an event. Men can agree about 
the physical properties of a work of art. They can even agree 
about certain of its qualities such as form, texture, color, and the 
like, and still not agree as to its beauty. Or again, men may agree 
about what the consequences of a certain line of action will likely 
be and still not agree concerning the morality of such action. In 
short, in the face of conflict or disagreement about values, the 
common-sense view of the locus of value appears inadequate. 


Value as Objective 


The classical refinement of the common-sense view of value 
depends upon the rationalistic notion that truth is arrived at by 
reasoning. In connection with objects of art, for example, the 
rationalist points out that one should not expect to find the true 
Principles: of beauty: entirely exemplified within any actual 
object. One should, through reason, attempt to arrive at the basic 
Principles which, though imperfectly realized, are the common 
Property of all beautiful things. For example, such ideational 
Properties as harmony, proportion, balance seem to characterize 
all aesthetic objects, and, although not every man immediately 
recognizes those properties, it is clear that aesthetic sensitivity 
can be increased through proper training. Moreover, though even 
experts may not always agree concerning the exact extent to 
Which a certain work of art exhibits such qualities, still all will 
agree that the absence of such qualities is the mark of ugliness. 

It should be noted that this form of realism is a refinement of 
the “realism” of common sense. At first thought, we are likely to 
Say that the most realistic painting or novel is the one that is most 
nearly photographic. But, if we adopt the position that value is 
objective, then the work of art that presents ideas and principles 
a form more pure than their embodiment in usual objects and 
events may be said to be more realistic than life itself. In other 
Words, painting, sculpture, literature, even music, may be used 
to present basic principles of reality, of beauty, truth, and good- 
Ness, in bold relief. Such aesthetic objects are thus more realistic 
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than the objects and events of life that less perfectly embody 
these same basic forms. 

In similar fashion, the objectivist in value theory may argue 
that moral value is as basic a category in the world as any truth 
discovered by science. Indeed, truth, beauty, and goodness may 
ultimately be different aspects of the same basic reality. 
Involved here is the old philosophic argument between realism 
and nominalism. Are such general or universal ideas as beauty, 
justice, goodness merely names (i.e., nominal) for man-made 
abstractions, or are they the actual (i.e., real) basic forms of the 
objective world? In classical objectivism, truth, beauty, and 
goodness are basic categories of an objectively real and rationally 
constructed cosmos. Man, being rational, may discover what a8 
really valuable in much the same way that he discovers what is 
really true. 

When such a classical objectivism is combined with theology: 
it may result in subordination of reason to revelation. In addition 
to the truths that man has discovered by reason, many religions 
claim a substantial body of revealed truths (as one aspect of 
revelation ), especially with respect to what is truly valuable. The 
life of Christ, for example, may be viewed as a nondiscursive 
explication of value—a living illustration of the way the univers¢ 
is structured with respect to value. It is said that religion thus 
provides turths that, on the one hand, although not necessarily 
in conflict with reason, go beyond what man could discover by 
reason alone, and, on the other hand, provide the basic premises 
from which man may reason to still further truth. 

If moral values are objective, then it is possible that moral law 
enjoys substantially the same status in the universe as the laws 
discovered by science. Perhaps natural law includes moral law: 
Many persons have pondered the proposition that, if moral law ÍS 
part of natural law, then attempts to ignore moral law shoul 
lead to disastrous consequences comparable to what follows the 
ignoring of other natural laws. For example, if I ignore the law © 
gravity by stepping out of a second-story window, I very quickly 
learn that regardless of my personal desires or convenience the 
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universe is as it is and, if I am to continue living in it, I had 
best recognize necessity and discipline my conduct into forms 
that are compatible with natural law. Is it possible that flying in 
the face of natural moral law will, in the long run, lead to 
similar consequences? 


Value as S ubjective 


In spite of the obvious advantages of viewing value as objec- 
tive, many have pointed out that, in fact, no one as yet has been 
able to find any specific, objective (i.e, publicly verifiable) 
standards of value that are binding on all men. It would be a fine 
thing if we could find an objective base for values, especially 
moral values, that would enable all men of every culture to agree 
in their evaluations in a manner similar to the way that intelli- 
gent men of various cultures can reach a single conclusion on a 
Scientific question. Even if it were true, however, that a great 
Majority of men of most cultures have agreed on certain moral 
evaluations, concerning, say, incest, murder, and the like, would 
it follow that something is objectively true because there is a 
Consensus about it? In science, is a statement true because men 
agree to it? 

Those who view value as subjective maintain, therefore, that 
value is a human category—a name given to certain kinds of 
experience in which human desires or interests are at issue. The 
question of what is desirable, in contrast to what is desired, can 
Mean either “What, in the long run, will satisfy my desires in 
Contrast to my present impulses?” or “What does a given culture 
designate as valuable, in contrast to the desires of an individual 
living within the culture?” Thus, value as subjective can be the 

asis for either personal relativism or cultural relativism. 

Relativism should not be confused with either a recognition of 
the fact that desires differ from individual to individual and 
from society to society, or with various theories of relativity con- 
cerned with ways of understanding phenomena. As herein used 

e expression personal relativism names the belief that criteria 
for judgment are and should be ultimately individual and per- 
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sonal. Cultural relativism names the belief that criteria for judg- 
ment are and should be located within the culture of 2 
particular society. 

Some subjectivists hold an emotivist theory of values. They 
argue that, since values are nonobjective, value assertions are 
noncognitive and are neither true nor false. For example, if one 
asserts “Port wine is better than sherry” or “Murder is wrong,” 
indirectly one may be conveying information about one’s own 
feelings or about the culture’s value viewpoint, but the assertion 
itself is merely an exclamation and, therefore, neither true nor 
false—perhaps similar to the “ooh!” or “ugh!” that one might hear 
in a picture gallery as various individuals view the paintings. An 
extreme emotivist is likely, therefore, to shrug off all value dis- 
agreements with “De gustibus non est disputandum” and concern 
himself exclusively with scientific questions that can, at least in 
principle, be settled on the basis of objective inquiry. 

On the other hand, some subjectivists have maintained that a 
reliable basis for adjudicating value disagreements may someday 
be found through careful empirical study of the nature of man 
and of human society. Even though value is a human, subjective 
category, human beings are themselves a part of objective 
reality. As we attain a better understanding of what man is we 
shall likely gain greater insight into what man ought to desire if 
he is to realize his full potential. Even though man-made abstrac- 
Hons such as justice, morality, beauty, and truth are nominal 
rather than objectively real, it does not follow that they are 
entirely arbitrary. Man may be the measure of all things and still 
discover that some ways of measuring, rather than others, satisfy 
better his basic needs. Not because they can be known to cor- 
respond to what is objectively real but because they make 
experience more coherent or harmonious. 


Value as Relational 


Because of the difficulties involved in viewing value either aS 
completely objective or entirely subjective, a third theory con- 
cerning the locus of value has been developed. This third theory 
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of value may be considered conceptualistic in contrast to both the 
realistic view that value is objective and the nominalistic view 
that value is subjective. Proponents of this theory maintain that, 
though objects and events do not have any value when viewed 
apart from human experience, values are not exclusively subjec- 
tive or personal. The locus of value is thus the relation between 
a valuing human being and his environment. Value is a 
relational property. 

This theory of value thus agrees with the objectivists that there 
are objective bases and conditions of value that are independent 
of the person experiencing value; it disagrees that any object has 
Some inherent value apart from human experience. On the other 
hand, the theory agrees with the subjectivist that value is always 
dependent upon some person’s interest or appreciation—some 
human need or desire is a necessary condition for value. It dis- 
agrees with subjectivism, however, in that it maintains that this 
necessary condition is not the sufficient condition for value; value 
also depends upon objective properties that remain stubbornly 
as they are in spite of human desires. 

Under this view of the locus of value it is clear that science 
may aid in two important ways in enabling us to become more 
intelligent in our value choices. In the first place, since value is 
Not an inherent property of things but rather a relational prop- 
erty, scientific investigation can help us understand more fully 
the Consequences and ramifications of assigning value to one 
thing rather than another. Consider, for example, how helpful 
Science may be in enabling us to deal intelligently with other 
relational properties such as color. Through careful investigation 
We have learned that the color of an object depends not only on 
he Properties of the object itself but also upon the conditions of 
ight under which it is seen and even upon the physical and 
Psychological characteristics of the observer. In similar fashion, 
what may at first appear to be of great value may be judged 
Mite differently when, through inquiry, one sees it in a different 
"ht; that is, when one becomes aware of how it would stand in 
relation to other contexts or situations. Such investigation does 
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not automatically decide for us what is worthy of being valued, 
but it does make it possible for us to be more intelligent about 
such decisions. 

Science may also enable us to be more intelligent with respect 
to the other side of the relation. The hominological sciences pro- 
vide greater insight into what is worthy of being valued than can 
be gained by an individual working in the light of only his per- 
sonal experience’ Moreover, such studies help us to understand 
what is feasible in contrast to what is merely ideal. The intelli- 
gent man need not rest content with his present desires, striving 
only to satisfy them. By drawing upon science, he may expect to 
broaden and deepen his understanding both of himself and of 
the probable consequences of various value choices. One’s desires 
may, thus, progressively be reconstructed toward the truly desir- 
able. In an abstract sense, one could perhaps say that “the 
desirable” is that which eventually all intelligent men will desire. 


Value as Activity 


At least one more alternative is possible and that is to reject 
the question of the locus of value and point out that the term 
value is basically a verb. It denotes an activity rather than an 
objective, subjective or relational property. As a noun, it is used 
figuratively to designate whatever happens to be the object of the 
valuing activity. This activity is executed in a more or less 
spontaneous fashion toward objects that are dealt with on the 
level of recognition. From a personal or psychological point of 
view, valuing (or disvaluing) at this level appears to be immedi- 
ate. As was noted in our discussion of the nature of knowledge,” 
however, such recognitions are immediate only in the sense of 
being without delay; they are highly mediated by our past exper- 
tence. Such recognitions are built through prior reorganization, 
reconstruction, or a combination of the two. 

When, for any reason, such recognitions of value or disvalue 


*See, e.g., John D five ; York, 
1938, po. Leen ewey, Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, Holt, New 


2 Ante, p. 77. 
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appear to be inadequate, then there is occasion for thoughtful 
investigation—we are faced with a valuation problem. At this 
level, to value becomes a matter of evaluating; that is, con- 
sciously striving for a judgment of what is worthy of being 
valued. We shall explore the nature of such valuation judgments 
a little later but first we should continue our preliminary study of 
the more traditional distinctions and views concerning the 
nature of value. 


EXTRINSIC AND INTRINSIC 


Perhaps most of the objects or events that we value we 
approve and strive for, not for their own sake, but because we see 
them as a means or a step in the attainment of something else. 
Indeed, certain of these means, when viewed apart from some 
desired end, may be disvalued rather than valued. For example, 
We are willing to take unpleasant medicine and endure physical 
discomfort when they are seen as means of restoring good 
health, In other words, we desire the medicine for its 
Mstrumental or extrinsic value. 

Suppose someone asks why you desire good health. One could 
Say that it is desired extrinsically as a means to happiness or to 
enable one to accomplish his daily work. But more likely one 
would say that he values good health for its own sake. That is, 
800d health is usually viewed as having intrinsic value. In any 
event, if good health is valued extrinsically, then some other 
goal, such as happiness, long life, professional accomplishment, 
Successful parenthood, or the like, for which good health is a 
Means, will be valued intrinsically. Moreover, it should be clear 
that what is valued intrinsically in one situation may be valued 
€xtrinsically in another and, of course, many things may be val- 
ued both intrinsically and extrinsically at the same time. 

This distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic values is un- 
doubtedly helpful in analyzing certain valuation problems, but it 
also raises a number of perplexing questions. For example, is it 
Possible to view all values as fundamentally extrinsic? Does not 
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every object or event that is valued always stand in relation to 
other objects and events? Perhaps we never value something 
simply for its own sake, apart from some actual context in which 
the act of valuing or disvaluing will have divergent conse- 
quences. Perhaps one could hold to a kind of general theory of 
relativity with respect to values. 

On the other hand, if there are no intrinsic values how could 
anyone ever develop a sustained value interest in anything? For 
if A is valued only because it is a means to B, which in turn is a 
means to C, which in turn is a means to D, and so on without 
ever reaching anything that is valued for its own sake, would we 
not very quickly develop an indifference about such an endless 
affair? And it may well be that an overemphasis on extrinsic val- 
ues has contributed to the disillusionment some have found in 
modern societies. Consider the man who works very hard, not 
because he enjoys his work, but because his work provides a 
large income that enables him to buy a home in the suburbs, join 
a country club, become a sponsor of the art association, and 
obtain many other marks of success which, though not the sort of 
things that the man truly enjoys are, nevertheless, desired 
because of their usefulness in impressing his business associates, 
who when thus impressed can be very useful agents in helping 
him achieve a still greater income. Surely a mark of the liberally 
educated man is that he knows how to get off such a treadmill. 
Although unlimited intelligence may be exercised in weighing 
extrinsic values, surely wisdom includes knowing how to enjoy 
the intrinsically desirable, 

It appears then that the designations extrinsic and intrinsic 
are functional or contextual classifications. They do not neces- 
sarily point to different kinds of properties that inhere in objects, 
properties that may be directly differentiated in experience. 
They designate, rather, different functions that are involved in 
valuing. Such a distinction has been developed by man in order 


to facilitate communication and inquiry. 
When man in 


quires, he never “inquires in general’—he never 
asks all questio 


ns at once nor does he question incessantly. Simi- 
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larly, when man values, he does so in a particular context or situ- 
ation that is, at least temporarily, bounded. This is to say that in 
any given situation there will always be some facts and some 
values that are taken for granted. Otherwise, both intellectual 
conclusions and value consummations would be impossible. 

It follows that if, in a given situation, something is valued 
extrinsically, there must be something in that situation that is 
valued intrinsically. For, if one thing is valued because it leads to 
something else, then some other thing must be that something 
else. In this sense, then, extrinsic-intrinsic is just another way of 
Saying means-end. 

It would be a mistake, however, to conceive experience as 
made up simply of a series of situations or particular experiences. 
Experience is always more than a summation of “experiences” 
Somewhat in the same way perhaps that a line is more than a 
Series of points. When a line is divided into segments, no matter 
how small a segment is taken it still remains part of a line; that 
is, it still has the property of extension, something not possessed 
by a point, for a point has only position. Any particular experi- 
ence, event, or situation that can be recognized as such always 
has a thread of meaning involved in it that transcends the 
boundaries that mark off the particular experience. In other 
Words, particular experiences are meaningful only as they remain 
à part of the continuing line of experience. 

i Thus it is that, when it is said that an intrinsic value is “valued 
or it » is i d to the consummative 
aeta it ie a sir b a particular expe- 
; ay perform in a given situatio. p P 

rience, Intrinsic value should not be construed to be an end in it- 
self that stands, as a point, isolated from the continuing line of 
Meaningfulness. When a person enjoys something intrinsically, 
that is, for its own sake, it does not mean that he is deliberately 
disregarding its relations and consequences.’ Quite the other way 
Around, A person comes to enjoy something intrinsically only as 
it becomes an integral part of a pattern of meaning or of a way 


p Contrast with C. L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language, Yale University 
“ss, New Haven, p. 177. 
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of structuring experience, with respect to value, that transcends 
the particular situation. In a complex web of values the intrinsic 
function is performed by those focuses where attention and inter- 
est more or less temporarily fixate, permitting a consummating 
experience. 

Since value, like knowledge, is typically dealt with largely on 
the level of recognition, it is true that normally one is not con- 
sciously aware of the ramifications or consequences of his intrin- 
sic values—they are treated “as if” they were ends in themselves. 
But this is merely the correlate of treating knowledge of recog- 
nizable objects and events as if it were immediate knowledge. 
On the other hand, when some value problem arises, then it fre- 
quently becomes appropriate to question what has been taken 
for granted and to make explicit at least portions of the web or 
structure of meaning that has been functioning implicity. This 
permits examination and judgment, that is, evaluation, in con- 
trast to the valuing that goes forward at the level of recognition. 

If it turns out that a person finds there are some intrinsic values 
that he believes everyone ought to value in every situation, he 
then designates these as absolute values. For example, it is some- 
times said that human personality is an absolute value—it ought 
to be valued by everyone under every conceivable circumstance 

This way of viewing such value designations as extrinsic, 
intrinsic, and absolute suggests the possibility that they could be 
treated as the axiological correlates of the epistemological terms 
factual and formal, systemic, and analytic. We have seen that @ 
statement performs the factual function in inquiry when it asserts 
something about existential affairs. Factual assertions are as- 
sessed as true or false in terms of empirical evidence. In con- 
trast, statements performing only a formal function, that is, the 
asserting of a relation of meaning, are determined to be true (i-€» 
valid or consistent) by logical analysis, since they contain nO 
implicit predictions about the content of experience. F ormal 
statements that are held to be true under every system of 
thought (that is, held to be true come what may in experience) 
are said to be analytic. Finally, through our examination of the 


WHAT IS VALUE? 173 


nature of science it was suggested that some statements (notably 
those that assert conceptual typologies and certain theoretical 
laws) appear to be systemically true. Their truth rests on neither 
clear-cut factual nor clear-cut formal considerations, but on the 
more complex matter of assessment of systemic economy and 
explanatory power. 

Now, since to value extrinsically means to value because one 
believes that what is valued will, in fact, lead to or facilitate the 
attainment of something else, the ascribing of extrinsic value 
amounts to a factual assertion which should, in principle, stand 
or fall on the basis of empirical evidence. On the other hand, to 
value intrinsically means to value because one has adopted some 
system or web of values for structuring experience. An assertion 
that ascribes intrinsic value should, in principle, be determined 
to be valid or invalid by logical analysis, once the system has been 
made explicit. And to the extent that a web of values has been 
Systematically organized, then of course one could raise and 
vestigate questions about systemic economy and power. For 
example, one could, in principle, raise such questions about the 
Golden Rule. Finally, if one holds that certain values are abso- 
lute, that they ought to be valued at all times “come what may in 
experience,” it is clear that the assertion of such a value performs 


an analytic function. 
THE IS-OUGHT DICHOTOMY 


_ At the beginning of this chapter it was noted that the distinc- 
tion between fact and value is largely taken for granted. There is 
no doubt that this distinction is a very useful one. Without such 
a distinction it is doubtful that human thought could have pro- 
8ressed beyond the first stage, noted by Comte, in which “the is” 
!S viewed as simply the embodiment of the more or less whimsi- 
cal desires or preferences of the gods. Moreover, without the dis- 
tinction between what actually is the case in contrast to what one 
Might wish were the case, it is difficult to see how science as we 
now know it, or even common sense, could have developed at all. 
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Unfortunately, man-made distinctions—especially the ones that 
are most obviously useful—tend to harden into dichotomies. 
These, in turn, become discontinuities that rend asunder human 
experience in a way that makes the philosophic attempt to see 
life steadily and to see it as a whole a logical impossibility. Let 
us, therefore, analyze the is-ought dichotomy to see whether 
there are some limits to its usefulness. 

Consider the following two statements: 


l. This is a knife. 
2. You ought not to murder your neighbor. 


The first is said to be an is statement; the second an ought. Now 
if there is a true dichotomy of the is-ought, then every such 
declarative statement should be one or the other, that is, there 
should be no middle ground between the is and the ought. But 
consider the statement, “You ought to sharpen this knife.” It na 
tains the word ought and, therefore, appears to be like number 4 
above. On the other hand, the sense of the statement does not 
seem to convey any heavily value-laden imperative, as does num- 
ber 2. It therefore seems to occupy some middle ground betwee? 
1 and 2, and there is, in fact, widespread agreement that such a 
statement should be given a third designation, such as “a prt 


dential ought statement.” Hence, we have before us the 
following: 


l. This is a knife—An js statement. 


2. You ought to sharpen this knife—A prudential ought 
statement. 


3. You ought not to murder your neighbor.— A categorical ought 
statement. 


Three-way divisions, or trichotomies, are, however, notoriously 
unstable. Let us, therefore, examine the matter further to s¢® 
whether some middle ground now exists between 1 and 2, an¢ 
between 2 and 3. Consider the statement, “This knife is dull- 
At first glance it appears to be just another type-1 statement: 
But, if we examine the meaning it conveys (especially when it 


re pee 
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is punctuated by an exclamation point), we see that it performs 
at least a mild ought function. In intent, it is elliptical for “you 
ought to recognize that this knife is dull” or “this knife ought to 
be characterized as dull.” Let us name this use of ought the 
characterizing ought. 

Consider now the statement, “You ought to let the police deal 
with your criminal neighbor.” The sense of such a statement sug- 
gests that something more than simple prudence is involved. On 
the other hand, it does not seem to convey the same categorical 
quality as the admonition against murder. Let us therefore place 
it between the prudential ought and the categorical ought and 
call it a judicial ought. 

We now have the following array: 


l. This is a knife—An is statement. 

2. This knife is dull.—A characterizing ought statement. 

3. You ought to sharpen this knife—A prudential ought 
statement. 

4. You ought to let the police deal with your neighbor.—A 
judicial ought statement. 

5. You ought not to murder your neighbor.— A categorical ought 
Statement. 


We could explore further for middle ground. For example, 
Since the word “dull” is frequently a pejorative, perhaps “This 
knife is dull” should be called an appraising ought statement and 
the label characterizing ought should be reserved for the ground 

etween 1 and 2 occupied by such statements as “This is a steak 
knife” But with the spread already obtained it should prove 
More interesting (for our purposes) to examine the end cases of 
What now appears to be some sort of continuum. Before doing so, 
MOWever, it may be useful to note that even number 1 performs a 
mild ought function. For the sense conveyed when such a state- 
Ment js actually spoken is, “You ought to recognize this as a 
nife.” This could be called a typological ought statement. 
°reover, though one would not normally do so, one could 
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accomplish the intent or purpose behind each of the statements 
in the above array by using “is language.” For example: 


1. This is a knife. 

2. This knife is dull. 

3. A prudent man keeps his knife sharp. 

4. The police are authorized to deal with one’s criminal 
neighbors. 

5. To willfully kill one’s neighbor is murder. 


We are now ready to examine the end cases. 

Logically prior to the inclusion of an existent object under 2 
type (such as “Knife”) is the assertion of the existence of the 
object. Hence, prior to statement 1 is the statement “This ib 
And, of course, prior to the assertion of any particular existent is 
the assertion of existents in general, that is, the denial of solip- 


sism. This seems to be the sense conveyed by the primitive 
statement “Isness is.” 


At the other end of the array, the injunction against murder in 
general is logically prior to the injunction against a particular 
instance of murder. But prior to “You ought not murder” is the 
still more general imperative “You ought to obey at least one 
ought,” or perhaps, “You ought to do what you ought to do.” And 
this is the sense of the primitive assertion that denies moral 
solipsism, “Oughtness ought to be.” Since the intent of the entire 
array may be expressed in either is language or ought language, 
we could just as well have said “Isness ought to be” and 
“Oughtness is.” 

It turns out then that is and ought are designations used to 
call attention to what is at issue in a given context or situation. 
For example, if I believe that my friend, perhaps a recent immi- 
grant to this country, is unaware of the way the police behave; I 
may say to him, “The police are authorized to deal with your 
neighbor—you ought to report to them what he has done.” On the 
other hand, if I believe he is already fully aware on this score 
but is on the verge of impulsively taking the law into his ow? 
hands, then T might say “To willfully kill your neighbor would be 


WHAT IS VALUE? 177 


murder.” The point is, we choose various combinations of is and 
ought language according to the way we interpret the 
communication needs of the situation. 

Furthermore, since our array suggests that there are various 
kinds or degrees of oughtness, to dichotomize appears to be a 
highly artificial procedure, undertaken for logical or methodo- 
logical reasons rather than because of some natural or ontological 
Significance of the distinction. 

Now a logical dichotomy is a division of a class into two sub- 
classes. We should inquire, therefore, what class it is that has 
been subdivided into is-ought, descriptive-normative, fact-value. 
At first glance it would appear to be the class statements or 
assertions that has been subdivided. (Perhaps declarative state- 
ments or propositions—actually, it is difficult to name the parent 
class without prejudicing the question of whether the ought side 
of the dichotomy is essentially noncognitive. ) Further thought 
Suggests, however, that it is, rather, the function or intent of 
Statements that may properly be designated descriptive or nor- 
mative, And it is right here that we find our limit of usefulness. 

Any linguistic expression of a belief (indeed, any manner of 
expressing a belief other than a complete acting out of the belief) 
1S never more than a partial or elliptical expression. This is to say 
that what is asserted is not the full-blown belief, with all its 
interrelated nondiscursive meanings, formal relations, and 
"plicit predictions, but merely the contextually significant and 
Pp Propriate aspects of the belief. These elliptical expressions are 
intended to further communication or inquiry and their intent or 
unction may be usefully differentiated by the normative-des- 
Ctiptive distinction. But ‘the underlying belief—the full pattern 
of Meaning, the willingness to act—remains undifferentiated with 
respect to fact and value. Man acts neither in terms of valueless 
acts nor factless values.t Each man acts in terms of the value- 


“This is why the so-called neutral facts of science never impel man to 

act. He may look at the conclusions of a science and say, “Just so, but so 

What?” On the other hand, the more sublimely abstract versions of heaven 

pave Not typically been a great motivating force in human affairs. Religions 

nave Senerally found it necessary either to promise a more corporeal paradise 
to threaten with an exquisitely concrete hell. 
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laden reality that he accepts. It is his actions that, over a period 
of time, reveal both what he believes is and what he believes 
ought to be. 


ATTITUDES, PREFERENCES, DESIRES 


When the is-ought dichotomy is extended beyond its limit of 
usefulness and is employed in examining a man’s patterns of 
meaning, it is customary to refer to his beliefs about what is as 
his beliefs in contrast to his beliefs about what ought to be as his 
attitudes, preferences, and desires. So long as one remains clear 
about how language is being used such designations are not 
objectionable. Other expressions such as “a willingness to act” or 
“a psychophysical state” can be used to name the underlying 
undifferentiated parent class that supports the logical dichotomy. 
Unfortunately, however, once belief is placed in contrast to 
attitude, there is a tendency to set affective or emotional mean- 
ings in contrast to other kinds of meanings—presumably factual 
or descriptive meanings. Such usage, in addition to pushing the 
is-ought dichotomy beyond its limit of usefulness, generally 
opens the door to another differentiation having an even more 
restricted range of usefulness, namely, the emotional or “the pas- 
sions” versus the rational or intellectual. Such careless use of 
language may lead one to assume that descriptive or factual 
judgments (especially scientific judgments) are entirely intel- 
lectual or rational (not necessarily rationalistic) whereas all 
valuations are basically emotional, nonrational, even irrational. 

Now, even when such a cognitive-noncognitive division is 
resisted, it is still commonly alleged that there is something 
peculiarly personal, subjective and/or conventional (perhaps 
nominal) about values, whereas facts are impersonal, objectives 
and real. A large range of extrinsic or instrumental values may be 
brought into the cognitive fold but at some point, in order tO 
avoid the absurdity of an absolute instrumentalism, some termi- 
nating value judgment is declared to be “a matter of heart 
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rather than head.” So the cognitive-noncognitive dichotomy 
triumphs in the end. 

Now oddly enough, the adoption of this dichotomous view 
signifies the presence of an attitude rather than an intellectual 
judgment. In other words, to set intellectual judgments in such a 
sharp contrast to valuations is to display one’s feelings or attitude 
about these matters. Such behavior reveals some of the emotive 
dimension of meaning attached to such words as intellectual 
and valuation. Furthermore, since under this view one does not 
Expect attitudes or the values of the heart to be rational or based 
on “good reasons” there is no feeling of obligation to examine this 
attitude about attitudes to see whether it is based on any good 
reasons. 

All of this suggests the need for careful empirical-theoretical 
study of the formation and function of the emotive meanings 
revealed in attitudes, preferences, and desires. Although such 
scientific study never automatically answers philosophic ques- 
tions, it should provide a base against which both epistemology 
anq axiology may be checked for parsimonious compatibility. 
Such a procedure would at least open the possibility of an intel- 
lectual defense for whatever attitudes are adopted concerning 
the nature of knowledge and valuations. 

For our purpose, which at this point is simply to explore some 
of the problems involved in the emotive dimension of valuations, 
the following definitions may be helpful: An attitude is a psycho- 
Physica] posture or disposition toward a person, object, or situ- 
ation, It is thus the affective or emotive aspect of a pattern of 
meaning or willingness to act. Preference is the name given an 
attitude of favor toward something, especially when what is pre- 
erred is placed in contrast with something toward which a less 
favorable attitude is held. A preference is called a desire when 
nne becomes aware that attention has focused upon the pre- 
erred object. When one desires something, the underlying pat- 


tem of meaning—the willingness to act—becomes incipiently 
Vert, 
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The Formation of Attitudes 


If we view attitudes as the affective dimension of patterns of 
meanings, the question of attitude formation becomes a part of 
the larger question of the formation of meaning patterns. As We 
noted in Chapter 4, in the absence of more exact information, 4 
parsimonious assumption would seem to be that a human infant 
is born with the minimum of built-in responses or meanings 
necessary to insure his survival in a beneficent environment in 
which he quickly builds his fund of meanings through processes 
that, at least in the early stages, resemble classicial conditioning. 
As patterns of meaning are formed and reformed, they involve, 
right from the beginning, an affective or attitudinal dimension. 
In fact, since an infant, or even a young child, is intellectually 
unsophisticated, his actions frequently reveal that he has not yet 
grasped the appropriateness of placing the is-ought sereen 
between his reality and the partial expressions of his reality that 
he presents to others. 

When one examines the formation and function of patterns of 
meaning from the standpoint of theory of valuation, however, 
certain problems come to the fore that remained unobtrusively 19 
the background during discussions of the nature of knowledge. 
Consider, for example, the effect of biological drives and narcot- 
ics upon patterns of meaning. It is now widely recognized that 
even such basic drives as those connected with sex or hunger a° 
heavily overlaid with cultural mediations. Nevertheless, it is gen- 
erally assumed that biological factors, essentially beyond rational 
control, constitute a base for preferences and desires whereas 
knowledge is built upon some other base—presumably a more 
rational one. Under such an assumption, it is no wonder that 
many have concluded that all valuations are essentially 
noncognitive. 

When we consider the possibility, however, that both beliefs 
and attitudes are expressions of the same basic pattern of mean- 
ing (that is, an individuals reality), we recognize that whatever 
role, great or small, is played by biological factors, it applies with 
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equal force to both the is and the ought of a person’s reality. And 
this remains the case even though scientific knowledge, as we 
have seen, is depersonalized. For what science has struggled to 
exclude is not the biological base of knowledge but the person- 
to-person variations. Objectivity is not the opposite of subjectiv- 
ity. Objectivity means control of judgment by evidence that is 
publicly verifiable. 

Many thoughtful persons will point out, however, that in valu- 
ing (in contrast to knowing) it is precisely the personal that is at 
issue, Actually, however, both knowing and valuing are equally 
Personal. The crux of the matter is whether publicly verifiable 
evidence may be used by an individual to control his valuing in 
a way that is at all comparable to his use of such evidence in 
knowing, In other words, is a science of valuation possible? But 
first, let us consider further the nature of attitudes. 

The fact of habits—especially “bad habits’—tends to confuse 
the matter. An individual may habitually prefer, even habitually 
desire, And, of course, habits are not necessarily passive mechan- 
isms, lying dormant until aroused by a specific stimulus. Habits 
are frequently quite dynamic patterns of meaning that may be 
triggered by a wide range of mediators or generalized stimuli. 
Good and useful habits are no less habits than are bad habits. A 
good habit is a pattern of meaning that enables us to act smoothly 
and efficiently in a way that is just the way we would prefer to 
act if we stopped to think about it. A bad habit expresses behav- 
ior that runs counter to deliberate judgment. Consequently, our 
bad habits cause us problems; our good habits keep us out of 
problems, 

Now habitual ways of behaving are no less frequent in know- 
ing than in valuing and one can certainly develop bad habits with 
respect to what is as well as to what ought to be. Indeed, since 
behavior—especially nonverbal behavior—is an expression of a 
pattern of meaning that lies beneath the is-ought dichotomy, it is 
frequently difficult for an impartial observer to tell whether the 
victim of a bad habit is confused in his knowing or his valuing. 

Onsider the following rather trivial case: Suppose you lived for 
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many years in a house in which the light switch for the bathroom 
is just to the right of the doorway. Then you move to a house 
where the light switch is to the left of the doorway. It may take 
quite a while to extinguish completely the habit of reaching to 
the right of the doorway for the light switch, even though when 
you stop and think about it “you know better.” , 

In the case of more complicated knowing situations involving 
elaborate conceptual schemes, theories, models, or systemic pag 
terns, do not certain approaches to experience become habitual? 
And are not such “intellectual habits” really attitudes, that is, at 
tures or dispositions that we adopt toward the is of reality? I 
two scientists agree on “the facts” but disagree on what is the 
most appropriate way of incorporating these facts into a pattern 
of meaning, what is the nature of the problem? Is it a prom 
of the is or of the ought? Is it an attitude or a belief that is ê 
issue? And what will characterize the arguments? Will they be 
intellectual or emotional, objectively evidential or personally 
persuasive? 

Once it is recognized that there is no sharp break between the 
intellectual and the emotional and that man is capable of being oi 
tellectual about his emotions just as he may be emotional ae 
intellectual questions, then it should be clear that attitudes, pre 
erences, and desires, even habitual ones, may be subjected ie 
orderly evaluation and reorganization. Deeply ingrained am 
are not broken by a single act of will, and this is true whether ! 
is the factual or the value dimension that is at issue, But there 
appears to be no good reason to assume that objective evidence 
and rigorous argument is more effective in changing a persons 
reality with respect to fact than changing it with respect t° 
value. What is or is not effective with various persons under vari- 
ous circumstances is an empirical question. 

It is certainly possible to condition or train a person to believ® 
that certain factual propositions are true and later recondition OY 
retrain him to believe that contrary propositions are true. The 
same may be done with respect to attitudes. Educators gene! 
ally recognize, however, that simple training is not enough tO 
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produce an educated man—at least with respect to the factual 
dimension of reality. Teachers encourage students to reconstruct 
thoughtfully their patterns of meaning in the light of objective 
evidence and careful reasoning. Moreover, students are encour- 
aged to develop the habit of thoughtful reconstruction and to 
develop habitual preference for such an approach—again, at least 
With respect to factual matters. 

Unfortunately, teachers, parents, and others concerned with 
the education of the young seem generally to have been willing 
to settle for careful training rather than thoughtful reconstruction 
when it comes to attitudes, preferences, and desires. In fact, a 
Popular image of the virtuous man is that he seldom is bewil- 
dered or even perplexed by moral problems. He simply knows 
and does what is right. It is frequently thought to be a sign of 
Moral weakness or lack of fiber if a man has to stop and think 
before he can decide what is right. No doubt one reason why 
adequate empirical evidence is lacking concerning the possibili- 
ties of the educative construction and reconstruction of attitudes 
(in contrast to training and retraining) is that education for atti- 
tudes has so generally been assumed to be impossible that it has 
Seldom been tried. People have learned that, simply by taking 
thought, they do not change their habitual desires for food or 
tobacco, and they have concluded that such desires are typical of 


all valuing. 
A SCIENCE OF VALUATION 


e things that a science of valuation should not be 
expected to provide: (1) a logical demonstration of why a person 
should accept obligation in general—that is, why he ought to do 
what he ought to do, (2) a perfect or absolute justification for 
any value judgment, (3) a system or hierarchy of values that 
Would eliminate all personal yvaluation-problems. 

To require these of a science of valuation would be like requir- 
ing factual science to (1) refute golipism, (2) give up the prin- 
ciple of permanent control, (3) eliminate a scientist's everyday, 


There are thre 
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common-sense problems. What a science of valuation may, hope- 
fully, be expected to do is to develop methodologies for control of 
those valuation judgments that men would like to see made in an 
objective fashion, and to develop a systematically organized 
body of knowledge about what is worthy of being valued upon 
which individuals may draw as they attempt to be more intelli- 
gent about their personal valuation-problems. i 

Unfortunately, there is a long history of the quest for unattain- 
able goals, and little systematic effort toward attainable ones- 
John Dewey has pointed out the following: 

Ethical theory began among the Greeks as an attempt to find A 
regulation for the conduct of life which should have a rational basis 
and purpose instead of being derived from custom. But reason as @ 
substitute for custom was under the obligation of supplying objects 
and laws as fixed as those of custom had been. Ethical theory ever 
since has been singularly hypnotized by the notion that its business a 
to discover some final end or good or some ultimate and supreme law. 

As unfortunate as the quest for ethical certainty has been, 
equally unfortunate have been two other ideas concerning the 
relation of a science of valuation to other sciences. First, there has 
been considerable hope that a science of valuation could some 
how reduce all value judgments to factual judgments. In effect, 
this would limit a science of valuation to the investigation of 
extrinsic or instrumental values. The second idea has been that, 
as more extensive knowledge is developed about man and soc} 
ety, especially about what men actually value and how these 
values stand in relation to basic needs, somehow a science ° 
valuation will emerge. In effect, it is hoped that a fuller knowl- 
edge of what is will generate a knowledge of what ought to be. 
We have already noted that the kind of knowledge gained from 
the hominological sciences may help us become more intelligent 
about our value choices, but this is not the same as saying we 
the ought will spring from the is. Description and explanation o 
human behavior, no matter how extensive, is not the same thing 
as an evaluation of human conduct. 


“John Dewey, Reconstruction i i d., Beacon Press 
Boston, 1948p. 161, ruction in Philosophy, enlarged ed., 
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It is true of course that a science of valuation, if it is to be “a 
science,” should display the basic characteristics of science in 
general. It is certainly not the case, however, that science can 
deal only with factual assertions. We have already noted the 
important role in science of formal and systemic assertions. 
Again, what is at issue is whether public verifiability is attainable 
with respect to intrinsic values. Rather than adopting a negative 
assumption in advance of inquiry we need a sustained effort to 
explore this question. 

As for the role of the empirical study of valuing (that may be 
developed systematically in the hominological sciences), we 
Should note that although descriptive science does not answer 
Categorical ought-questions it does develop characterizing and 
typological oughts, or norms that are supportable on systemic 
Stounds, In principle, there appears to be no reason why the 
hominological sciences should not thus develop typological dis- 
tinctions that would mark the line of departure for a science of 
Valuation, 

Once the domain of a science of valuation were suggested, the 
first task of the science would be to explore ways of controlling 
Judgments made within this domain. Presumably, such judg- 
ments could be cast in the form “X is good” (or “X is worthy of 
being valued,” “you ought to do X,” or the like). Can such 


assertions be subjected to orderly inquiry that brings to bear in 


a decisive manner evidence that is publicly verifiable? In short, 
can such value-assertions be warranted? 

sertion can be judged warranted or not war- 
ranted, it must first be understood. This is to say that all con- 
cerned need to understand what it means—or, more precisely, 
what meaning is intended by the person making the assertion. It 
appears that “X is good” may mean one or more of the following: 


attainment of some other value, 


Now, before an as 


* X leads to or facilitates the 


Say, Y. 
- The goodness of X is entailed by some other value or value 


KN 


scheme, say, S. 


- I like X. 


wo 
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To what extent may each of these types be treated as scien- 
tifically decidable? 1 

In the case of a type-one statement asserting specific extrinsic 
value to X, it is clear that it is a factual assertion and there is 
general agreement that, at least in principle, such assertions ate 
open to scientific investigation. For example, if I assert “Smoking 
is bad” and mean by this that “Smoking leads to lung cancer, We 
should all agree that scientific inquiry may be expected to 
develop evidence that would either support or refute the 
assertion. 

There has been less exploration of the nature of the type-tw° 
statement. Consider, for example, that “Smoking is bad” may 
mean “Smoking is a violation of the Christian religion.” What is 
involved here is a relation of meanings. Most value schemes» 
such as Christian ethics or the core values honored by a given 
society, consist of a collection of more or less ambiguous rules, 
maxims, or exhortations, rather than a systematic set of axioms: 
postulates, and definitions. Nevertheless, important disagree 
ments do arise over what are thus, essentially, formal questions, 
and it appears that, in principle, value schemes could be z 
tematized to the point that such disagreements could be sub- 
jected to the kind of logical analysis that commands public 
agreement. 

Tt is the type-three statement that has led many persons E 
assume that there is something essentially arbitrary or non-cog™ 
tive about valuing, hence, that in last analysis a true science ° 
valuation is impossible. Can the assertion “I like X” be opened a 
controlled inquiry and judgment? Can such an assertion 
either true or false? 

There is an obvious sense in which “I like X” may be true ok 
false. It may be a truthful report or a bald falsehood. In its more 
obvious sense, this is not of crucial concern to a science of valua- 
tion. What is of concern is the more subtle and complex matter © 
whether the speaker is deceiving himself when he says “J like 
X.” Involved here is the ancient admonition “Know thyself,” and 
the problen: of deciding whether one’s surface or impulsive 
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inclinations are in harmony with one’s basic self is certainly a 
matter that may be opened to investigation. Such an inquiry 
may typically include not only both the factual and formal con- 
siderations involved in types 1 and 2, but also considerable intro- 
spective, perhaps psychiatric, investigation. For to assert “I like 
X” is to report that desire has focused upon X as an intrinsic 
value. If, for any reason, the question arises as to whether X is 
worthy of being valued, then the decision called for is of a sys- 
temic nature, What is at issue is the way one is structuring 
experience with respect to value—in short, what is at issue is 
one’s character. The question of the possibility of a science of 
valuation, therefore, reduces to the question of whether con- 
trolled judgments can be formed concerning the comparative 
Worth of alternative ways of structuring character. 


Disagreements about Value 

in the case with knowing) that 
at the level of recognition there 
on for deliberate judgment or 


inquiry. It is especially important to remember this in connection 
With type-three assertions. As long as an individual has no doubts 
about what he likes and dislikes, he will see no point to inquiring 
into the matter, because for him there is no problem. This is true 
whether we are considering questions of value or of common 
Sense or of, say, physics. In other words, the first condition or 
step in problem-solving is recognizing that a problem exists. 
Tt follows that the kind of disagreements a man has with him- 
Self, so to speak, is more fundamental than disagreements that 
arise between persons.° When two persons disagree about what 
they like or dislike, unless one or both also disagrees with himself 
the problem they face is not, strictly speaking, a valuation prob- 
lem at all. They are confronted by a problem in human relations 
treated typically as calling for some stratagem either to avoid the 


conflict or to make the most of it in terms of self-aggrandizement 


It should be remembered (as 
as long as valuing goes forward 
is no problem and no occasi 


® Contrast with Stevenson, Ethics and Language, esp. pp. 130-134 
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or self-effacement, according to the characters of the individuals 
involved. 

There are occasions, however, when for one reason or another 
an individual does honestly ask himself whether his intrinsic 
values are worthy of being valued—whether his own character is 
satisfactorily structured. Moreover, there are occasions when 
men sincerely inquire of one another on such matters and long 
for cooperative, orderly investigation of the problem. Consider 
our Founding Fathers declaring independence or formulating * 
Bill of Rights. To be sure there was much maneuvering of humar 
relations, but there was also, evidently, considerable honest 
inquiry as to what is worthy of being valued, what should con- 
stitute the focuses of interest and attention—the main knots in the 
web or value-structure for the new society. The Founding 
Fathers were faced, in principle, with a systemic question 
calling for creation of the most powerful and parsimonious set 0 
value-assertions that could be formulated. 

It may be instructive to ponder the significance of the languag? 
used in the Declaration of Independence, a language that 
eschewed the is-ought dichotomy and offered no warrant for the 
assertions made save self-evidence. It seems clear that the intent 
of this language was to claim for the propositions of the Declara- 
tion the same sort of validity accorded to, say, the axioms 9 
Euclid in geometry. Today, of course, we would not hold that 
the axioms of geometry are self-evident truths in a synthetic Of 
factual sense, Yet we do not conclude that they are merely a mat- 
ter of personal feeling, attitude, or preference. When viewed 
the bases for a system of interpreted or applied geometry, they, 
enjoy a systemic justification that falls within the domain of pY» 
lic verifiability. In much the same way, such conceptions aS the 
equality of man and his right to life, liberty, and the pursuit ° 
happiness are publicly verifiable. As foundations for characte” 
they are powerful and parsimonious ideas and, when incorp 
rated in an applied social system, they surely enjoy a warrant 
that transcends private preference, 

It turns out then that disagreements in attitudes or values 2% 


as 
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— N in disagreements about factual affairs, some- 
ona. ct. seam about the correct way of interpreting or 
le a within some system of values, and sometimes in 
a ise about how experience is to be structured with 
eae bhi ue. In each case, what is at issue is diverse or dis- 
= seepi reality. Where the disparity is relatively slight 
eae ae > the disagreement can usually be settled by inquiry 
parity is atively simple and straightforward. Where the dis- 
nati more fundamental, the process of reorganizing or recon- 
mice naa aires is more complex. When a person 
airs i. $ urate in the face Gt What is generally agreed to be 
veli S evidence, then it is recognized that knowing and 
tush Behaver crannion base and we say that a person is “out of 
ch with reality” or “refuses to face reality.” 

Kad way of understanding the nature of disagreements 
the as venue işito take a further step in unpacking the meaning of 

sertion “X is good.” This may be done by considering the 


following schema: 


X is good 
1. X leads to Y and that 
because 2. the goodness of X is entailed by S is sufficient 
3. I like X reason for 
valuing X. 


We have shown that, in principle, the three statements within 
the brackets may be subjected to controlled inquiry. It is always 
Possible, however, that men may agree concerning the outcome 
of such inquiry and still disagree concerning the value of X. For 
example, men may agree that X does, in fact, lead to Y, but still 
not agree as to whether this fact constitutes good reasons or justi- 
fication for valuing X. In the face of such disagrements, orderly 
inquiry may be continued by agreeing, so to speak, to move the 
brackets one place to the right. That is, if the disagreement ie 
over the value of Y the the assertion “Y is good” must b is 
packed. If, for example, : can be shown that Y leads to Z a hin 
th f Y is entailed : a 
he goose hae by S, then perhaps it may be agreed 
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that this is a good reason for valuing Y and, hence, for valuing X. 
A crucial case is, of course, one in which someone asserts that 
“I like X” is sufficient reason or justification for valuing X. Now, 
either the matter at issue is trivial or is important. If trivial, then 
“T like X” may be construed in trivial fashion and still be deemed 
sufficient justification. If important, then “I like X” must be con- 
strued to mean “Valuing X is in harmony with my basic charac- 
ter.” Once again, then, we face the question of whether character 
can be subjected to orderly investigation and reconstruction. 
Now, there is a sense in which the fact that “X is in harmony 
with my basic character” is always sufficient reason or justifica- 
tion for valuing X—indeed, the only sufficient reason possible. For 
a person who understands himself fully and is fully in control of 
himself will value X if and only if X is in harmony with his 
basic character. It follows that for such a perfect being justifica- 
tion of a value judgment must remain a personal rather than 2 
publicly verifiable affair and all values would be reducible tO 
personal relativism, Since, however, we are less than perfect, we 
sometimes can and do call our own character into question a” 
seek better ways of structuring experience with respect to value. 
When, however, an individual is entirely satisfied with his pres- 
ent way of valuing, that is, when a person behaves as if he wer? 
perfect, he simply pays no attention to what others advance a$ 
good reasons for viewing matters otherwise. And, of course, the 
same remark may be made with respect to knowing. All this, 
once again, shows that in both knowing and valuing some dissat- 
isfaction with one’s present patterns of meanings is a necessary 
condition for inquiry and judgment. In the absence of a recog- 
nized problem, both knowing and valuing go forward on the 
level of recognition and there is no occasion for inquiry and 
judgment. 
Tt follows that, from the standpoint of teaching, a student's 
environment should be arranged so that a problematic situatio? 
48 created in which, with the help of the teacher, the student ca? 
cteate and test reconstructed patterns of meaning. How best tO 
accomplish this with various students in a variety of situations is 
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an empirical question that may properly be studied by a devel- 
oping science of teaching. 


EDUCATING FOR IMPROVED VALUING 


No attempt has herein been made to discuss in detail all of the 
Many varieties of disagreement about value that do, in fact, 
arise, nor to analyze all of the complexities involved in the valua- 
tions that man is daily called upon to make. The intent has been 
Simply to suggest that in our present state of understanding there 
appear to be no compelling reasons for concluding that valua- 
tions must always remain beyond scientific control. In any event, 
since both philosophy and education profess to be concerned 
with the integration of human experience—with “seeing life 
steadily and seeing it as a whole”—both should work at the chal- 
lenge of trying to put together again the worlds of fact and value 
that have been rent asunder by the development of science. 

As far as the schools are concerned, they should no more be 
expected to give students the “right answers” to their personal 
valuation-problems than to give them the answers to other per- 
Sonal problems: What’s wrong with the car when it won't start on 
a cold morning? Which is the better radio kit for the money? 
What should I do for acne? On the other hand, most educators 
Would agree that something is wrong with a curriculum that 
Temains totally unrelated to such personal problems. A well- 
Tounded program of school experiences should help students 
increasingly to gain control over all their experience. More spe- 
cifically, it should (1) increase their knowledge and understand- 
ing of the forces and mechanisms that operate in their natural 
and social environment, (2) develop and strengthen habits of 
orderly inquiry and controlled judgment, and (3) perhaps most 
important of all it should lead students into an increasingly com- 
prehensive and integrative reconstruction of their patterns of 
Meaning—their structuring of reality, including their own 
character. 

Unfortunately, even where it is recognized that such objec- 
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tives involve value as well as fact—involve the emotional dimen- 
sion of meaning as well as the rational, there is frequently still a 
tendency to assume that radically different kinds of teaching 
procedures or approaches are necessary in order to relate the 
curriculum to a student's personal value problems in contrast to 
his personal factual problems. For example, in order to increase 
knowledge and understanding of the environment, the schools 
provide a program of science—studies beginning in the early ele- 
mentary grades, building toward the formal study of mathemat- 
ics, biology, physics, and chemistry in the high school years. 
When viewed as a whole, this program of studies is intended not 
merely to provide students with certain facts or truths of natural 
science, but to help them grasp how man has struggled to gain 
understanding and control over his natural environment an 
how he has constructed, tested, and reconstructed his patterns of 
meaning with this end in view. 

By contrast, where is a program of studies to build a grasp of 
the way man has struggled to understand and regulate the moral 
dimensions of his life? In the science program, we learn not only 
that the sun is the center of our solar system but also that wit 
men formerly thought otherwise, what some of the difficulties 
were, how the view came to be changed, and what are some o 
the advantages of the present view. We learn something about 
the value of such scientific progress and something about the 
methods by which it is accomplished. Should not the school also 
teach about how man has tried to structure his moral experienc? 
by developing various principles or codes for the regulation “i 
behavior, how wise men have disagreed about the validity a” 
adequacy, what reasons have been advanced, and something ° 
the value and methods of developing moral judgments? In short, 
isn’t it time the schools recognize that a program of training (in 
contrast to education) is no more adequate in morals and aes- 
thetics than in science and literature? 

It would be easy to conclude that the schools should introduc® 
a program of studies in social, moral, and aesthetic values paral- 
leling present programs in science and history. Such an innova 
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tion would probably mark a step forward, but it would not come 
to grips with the fundamental educational problem. Moreover, 
introduction of a new program of studies would simply aggra- 
vate the pressing educational problem noted in the last chapter 
~—the problem of how to cope with the fact of rapidly expanding 
knowledge. What is needed, therefore, is once again an empha- 
Sis upon fundamental structures and principles, building an intu- 
itive grasp in the early grades as a foundation for an increasingly 
Systematic and comprehensive understanding in succeeding 
years of schooling. 

Even if we were competent to write it, 
this suggestion would obviously run far beyond.the limits of an 
introductory study in philosophy of education. There is, how- 
ever, one aspect of the problem that is so closely related to the 
main concerns of this chapter that a brief discussion may be in 
order, It is the matter of so-called intrinsic versus extrinsic 


Motivation. 
It is frequently said that teachers should encourage students 
ious subject matters just 


to develop an interest in the school’s vari 
for their own sake, rather than because it is necessary to do well 
in school in order later to attain vocational and social success as 
an adult citizen, It is said, and correctly so, that, in the first 
ling as a means to remote adult goals 


Place, an emphasis on schoo: 
is a weak motivator and, second, that if, nevertheless, the student 


should adopt such a view of schooling he would be missing the 
Point of the liberal dimension of education. In less comprehensive 
terms, emphasis on intrinsic rather than extrinsic motivation is 
taken to mean that grades, rewards, and punishments of various 
sorts in connection with academic competition should be deem- 
Phasized, whereas teachers should strive to make lessons inter- 
esting, either in their own right or by tying them to the 
immediate problems and interests of students. Although many 
teachers would agree to all this in principle, most find it difficult 
to translate it into practice, especially at a time when the public 
has become afraid that we may lose the educational sector of 
our many-sided competition with Russia. 


adequate discussion of 
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When it is recognized, however, that intrinsic and extrinsic are 
simply the names we use to designate and differentiate, in a con- 
textually significant manner, functions or aspects of our valuing, 
then it can be seen that the problem of developing motivation 
(that is, developing, enlarging, and refining, attitudes, prefer- 
ences, values) is never a matter of intrinsic versus extrinsic but 
the more fundamental matter of restructuring patterns of mean- 
ing and, hence, of habitual modes of behavior. The trouble with 
so-called extrinsic motivators is not that they are not in fact 
extrinsically important. It is rather that, when attention is 
focused too exclusively upon them, they tend to be viewed as 
intrinsically valuable and, worse still, that educationally inap- 
propriate or even immoral means may be adopted in order to 
attain them. Thus it is that where great emphasis is placed upon 
academic prizes of one kind or another students may resort to 
cramming, even cheating, in order to attain the prize or the more 
subtle rewards that accrue to the prizewinner. ‘ 

What is needed, of course, is an educational-social climate in 
which the whole process of formal schooling may develop as 
part of a progressively enlarged and refined pattern of meaning. 
It has often been remarked that our really great teachers seldom 
seem to be directly concerned with either motivation or disci- 
pline. Problems in this area are somehow taken care of by the 
very act of teaching. No doubt such teachers, either consciously 
or intuitively, recognize that interest, effort, and meaning are q 
parts of the same package. The very attitude they adopt towar" 
the subject matter and toward the teaching of it enables guden 
to gain the kind of meaningful perspective that elicits interes 
when the subject is viewed intrinsically, and effort when ie 
extrinsically. Under such a perspective, subject matter does p 
remain in a compartment by itself where it may be viewed a 
more or less interesting in its own right and more or less oul 7 
as a means to something else. On the contrary, it may become i 
the student, as it already has for the teacher, an integrated p% 
of the complex web of meanings by which reality is structure 
Tt thus enriches both fact and value and increases control ove 
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the course of subsequent experience, while personality and 
character emerge in the process. 


SUGGESTIONS For AppDITIONAL READING 


Chapter 22 through 26 in Titus, Living Issues in Philosophy, and 
chapter XII in Randall and Buchler, Philosophy, an Introduction, pro- 
vide a good introduction to the basic problems involved in theory of 
value. Chapter 7, in Beck, Philosophic Inquiry, covers about the same 
ground and in addition presents Beck’s own point of view known as 

Objective Relativism.” 

Students interested in a more extensive analysis of the major con- 
temporary points of view with respect to value should read such books 
as Rice, On the Knowledge of Good and Evil, and Pepper, The 
Sources of Value. One of the most influential analyses of valuation at 
the present time is Stevenson, Ethics and Language. Two other recent 
works that students usually find insightful are Brandt, Ethical Theory, 
and Baier, The Moral Point of View. 

Students interested in studying Dewey’s point of view in connection 
With problems of valuation should, probably, first of all consult 
Dewey's Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, since his theory of valuation 
is part of his theory of inquiry. Chapters IX and XXIV are especially 
Concerned with judgments of value. There is a paperback edition of a 
Collection of Dewey’s essays called, Philosophy of Education, part IIT 
of which is devoted to “Value and Thought.” In Reconstruction in 

Philosophy (also in paperback) chapter VII is devoted to value con- 
siderations, More extended discussion of value questions will be found 
m Dewey, The Quest for Certainty, and Dewey and Tufts, Ethics. 

A number of books in philosophy of education give attention to the 
nature of value judgments and their relation to the work of the 
Schools. Students may wish to read chapter 5 in Brubacher, Modern 

hilosophies of Education, and chapters 8, 9, and 10 in Morris, 

hilosophy and the American School. 


CHAPTER 8 


What Is Man? 


From a biological standpoint man is Homo sapiens. Along with 
the apes (i.e., gorillas, chimpanzees, orangutans, and gibbons): 
man is an anthropoid and together they constitute a portion © 
the order Primate. Primates, in turn, are a portion of the large! 
order Mammalia. It is sometimes said that man is thus a distant 
cousin of the apes since it appears that somewhere in the long 
course of evolution man and apes came from a common ancester 
Their lines of descent (or ascent?) diverged, however, some 
seven million years ago. 

All men and women now living are members of the same 
species, and there appears to be no reason for assuming that any 
group or race of modern man is inherently superior to any other 
group as a whole, It is customary, nevertheless, to classify moder? 
man into so-called races, based chiefly on the simple matter © 
skin color. We thus speak of the white or Caucasian race, the 
yellow or Mongolian, the black or Negroid, the brown or Malay 
sian, and the red or Amerind. The arbitrariness involved in such 
classification can be noted when it is realized that some “white 
men” actually have darker skin than some “brown men 
“black men.” Actually, in addition to skin color, other factors 
such as type of hair, eyes, lips, and nose are usually considere * 
but of course the deciding factor is usually a matter of what ni 
merely assumed concerning the ancestors of the individual 3? 
question. 
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MAN AND NATURE 


There is an obvious sense in which man is part of nature. The 
same substances and chemicals that are found in man are found 
in other parts of nature, and without natural nourishment man 
dies. Moreover, it is difficult to be sure that any of man’s alleged 
distinctive characteristics, such as rationality, self-consciousness, 
and the ability to make and use tools and language, mark a sharp 
break or discontinuity. It may be that as far as these characteris- 
tics are concerned, it is in degree rather than in kind that man 
differs from the other animals. On the other hand, in addition to 
being an integral part of nature there is the perennial question 
as to whether man is also something more. Does man, either 
innately or by development, transcend the rest of nature? 

During the course of some twenty-five hundred years of 
Western culture, an almost endless variety of views concerning 
the nature of man have been developed. Even today when we 
are in a position to survey these views, there is no general 
agreement among scholars concerning a simple but adequate 
classification. There are, of course, certain major themes that run 
through many of the interpretations—for example, the notion 
that the distinctive aspect of man is his rationality. This theme 
Was highly developed in classical times and was revived and 
modified during the Rennaissance. Largely, but not entirely, in 
Contrast to this theme is the Hebrew-Christian view that the 
essential nature of man can be understood only in relation to his 
divine origin and destiny. In the Middle Ages, particularly 
through the work of Aquinas, a synthesis of these two themes was 
developed. Partially contrasting with both of these themes is the 
emphasis of naturalism which, in its long development from 
Pre-Socratic times to the present, has produced such numerous 
interpretations as materialism, mechanism, atheism, humanism, 
evolutionism, and vitalism. 

From the standpoint of their direct bearing on educational 
Procedures, perhaps one of the more useful ways of looking at 
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various interpretations of man is to group them according to 
whether they view man as essentially in conflict with nature, 
essentially delimited by nature and hence incapable of truly 
opposing nature, or essentially a “nature maker,” that is, a crea- 
ture who is a significant factor in making nature what it is and 
what it will become. Each of these views has some obvious and 
some not so obvious bearings on education, ranging from attitudes 
about aesthetics to views about the proper conservation of 
natural resources.2 


Man Against Nature 


It is sometimes difficult for middle-class Americans, living in 
our midcentury affluent society, to recognize how arduous life 
has been and continues to be for most members of the human 
race. Nature has appeared to be man’s enemy. Only by unceasing 
efforts has man been able to protect himself against the rigors of 
nature’s hostile winds and rains, the scorching heat of summer, 
and the bitter cold of winter, to say nothing of nature’s earth- 
quakes, tornadoes, floods, forest fires, landslides, and volcanic 
eruptions. In addition to these inanimate forces arrayed against 
him, the flora and fauna of nature have not willingly supplied 
man with food and clothing. Let man stumble and the jungle 
overruns his garden, the smaller animals escape his traps, and the 
larger animals pounce upon him, while night and day pestilence 
and infirmity are never far away. ; 

Moreover, it is not only the natural environment that is man’s 
enemy but also the nature within. The same energies within man 
that enable him to be violent and rapacious enough to overcome 
his natural enemies tend to drive him into violent struggle w! 
his fellow men and even with himself. Indeed, when conditions 
are such that man has time and energy left over from the struggle 
against nature, he tends to get into trouble. Idle hands are the 
instrument of the Devil and holidays from work are times for 
increase in violence and debauchery. At the present time when 


1 For a brief dis 


10 
cussion of some of the beari education see chap. 
d 11 in Phenix, e e bearings on 
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there is serious talk of a four-day work week, a number of 
thoughtful people are pointing out that without increased 
emphasis on education for leisure time it could be very danger- 
ous to so shorten the time that man must labor. It is no simple 
matter for man to learn how to utilize his leisure hours in ways 
that are, at best, socially beneficial and, at least, not injurious to 
others and to himself. 

When nature is viewed as man’s enemy, civilization is said to 
represent man’s more-or-less-successful subjugation of nature. 
And in some ways the record of man’s achievements is rather 
impressive, although the imbalance between his conquest of the 
natural environment and his frustrating cold war with the nature 
within is rather obvious. Even the most optimistic reading of the 
record may, however, lead to eventual pessimism, for just as the 
most successful individual is finally overtaken by death the 
human race itself is evidently doomed by an entropic universe. 
The philosopher Schopenhauer (1788-1860) after a careful look 


at history had this to say: 


The will to be, the will to live, is the cause of all struggle, sorrow, 
and evil in the world. A world of ceaseless striving and battle, in which 
the different forms of the blind will to exist struggle with one another, 
a world in which the little fishes are devoured by the larger ones is 
not a good world, but an evil one, indeed, the worst of all possible 
Worlds. The life of man is not worth living because it is full of misery: 
It follows from the very nature of the human will that it would be full 
of pain and misery. Life consists of blind craving, which is painful so 
Ong as it is not satisfied, and which, when satisfied, is followed by new 
Painful desires, and so on, ad nauseam. We are never permanently 
Satisfied, there is a worm in every flower. We are like shipwrecked 
Mariners who struggle and struggle to save their wearied bodies from 
the terrible waves, only to be engulfed at last. Every breath we draw 
1S a protest against the death that is constantly threatening us, and 
against which we are battling every second. But Death must conquer 
after all, for we are his by birth, and he simply plays with his prey 
a little longer before devouring it. 

- . . After one life has run down, the will repeats the same old 
Process in new individuals. The life of most men is weary yearning 
and torture, a dreamy tottering through the four ages toward death, 
accompanied by a succession of trivial thoughts. It is like a clock- 
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work that is wound up and goes without knowing why; and everytime 
a man is conceived and bom, the clock of human life is wound up 
anew, in order to grind out the same old hackneyed tune which it has 
played so many countless times before, measure for measure, beat for 
beat, with insignificant variations, 

++ +man is a heartless and cowardly egoist, whom fear makes honest 
and vanity sociable, the only way to succeed in the world is to be as 
grasping and dishonest as the rest. The progress of knowledge and 
civilization does not mend matters; it simply brings with it new needs 
and, with them, new sufferings and new forms of immorality. The 
so-called virtues, love of labor, perseverance, temperance, frugality, 
are merely a refined egoism. In much wisdom is much grief, and he 
that increaseth knowledge increaseth sorrow, History is an intermin- 
able series of murders, robberies, intrigues, and lies; if you know one 
page of it, you know them all.2 


In order to avoid the eventual pessimism inherent in the view 
that nature is man’s enemy, many elaborate theological and 
religious ideas have been developed. These have taken many 
forms, involving so many subtleties that generalizations are 
bound to be overly simple. Many such forms have centered 
around a belief that man may transcend his natural death and 
enter into another life in a realm in which he is less alien. Life in 
our world is thus viewed as essentially a preparation, or perhaps 
a test, for life after natural death. Sometimes it has been thought 
that those who do well in this life will be specially rewarded in 
the next, and other times it has been said that the reverse is true, 
that is, that in the next life rewards will be in inverse proportion, 
so that the last shal] be first. And, of course, there has been much 
disagreement concerning the proper concrete or behavioral 
meanings to attach to “do well” and “reward.” One interesting 
version that has been believed by millions of people is that me 
spirit or soul of man is born again and again in various bodies» 
even in the bodies of animals, until the spirit is purified to the 
point where it is released from all further struggle, thus attaining 
nirvana. 

A belief in life after death may produce a wide range of moti- 


? As presented b; 
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vations with respect to natural life. On the one hand, where life 
is unusually difficult, it may provide through its promise of 
eventual reward the consolation and resignation that enables 
man to endure his hardships, although it has frequently been 
necessary, in order to prevent attempts to gain the reward pre- 
maturely, to teach that suicide is sinful. On the other hand, the 
desire to live in a way best calculated to attain rewards in the 
next life has motivated some to undertake most remarkable 
deeds, Depending upon their understanding of what kinds of 
behavior would be most highly rewarded, some individuals have 
devoted their lives to missionary work or to social service; others 
have concentrated upon stamping out sin, even burning sinners 
at the stake in order to save the sinners’ souls and hence to col- 
lect the special rewards reserved for those who have not only 
Saved themselves but have also saved others. And, of course, 
throughout history, individuals and organizations have capital- 
ized on beliefs of this kind, using them to make men tractable 
Slaves or zealous crusaders. 

` Fortunately, one of the more profoundly influential versions of 
‘man against nature” is the belief that God has created man and 
Placed him in a world specially designed as a maturing ground 
or school in which he may learn of the Fatherhood of God and 
the brotherhood of man. Although it appears that life in this 
Specially planned environment presents rather more than an 
OPtimally educational challenge, God’s grace makes it possible in 
the life after death for man to attain reward and perhaps further 
challenge, It follows that if man is to learn the lessons of this 
World he must find a kind of equilibrium between succumbing to 
Nature and withdrawing from nature. In other words, man must 
live in the world but not become too much a part of it. Herbart 
(1776-1841) spoke to this point as follows: 


It would be disastrous if ethics set its aim so high that it appeared 
9 debase the things of this world. . . - An active and mature man will 
Not be subject to a tempestuous fate that urges him on to an unknown 
Boal, unaware whether he is driving or being driven. On each level of 
ife he will attempt to attain serenity and reason. He will aim to 
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attune his soul to accord with his environment, and from his vision of 
the Absolute he will derive his faith of the ultimate victory of the 
good. He will strive to acquire a harmony of mind that will allow him 
to move freely, but prudently, between the finite and the infinite, 
between the transient and the permanent. By noble participation in 
the joys and griefs of human life he will be led to a fuller apprecia- 
tion of the pure light of the spirit, and his deeds will reflect the 
elation of his soul.3 

Where nature is viewed as man’s enemy, a prime objective of 
education is preparing the young for combat. Logically, this 
could mean that school should be the place where each new gen- 
eration learns to develop, through study and experimentation, 
new and more effective ways of advancing civilization. Actually, 
however, societies have generally assigned an essentially coni 
servative role to their schools. Why? In very early societies it 1 
understandable that people may have been so afraid of losing the 
arts of civilization that they insisted upon the conservative func- 
tion of teaching. No doubt in every age there have been some 
thoughtful persons who considered it desirable if young people 
were taught to be critical and inventive, hence more capable ` 
improving the status quo, but it is only when a society is pre 
dominantly secure and self-confident—only when it feels it can 
afford a number of misfits and generally nonproductive mer 
bers—that it will support a program of education designed t° 
encourage serious experimentation and novelty. This is 5° 
because thinking is dangerous to all established institutions 47 
customs and common sense says that it is better for young 
people to be right than original. 

The United States emerged from World War II as, pethap® 
the most overwhelmingly powerful and successful society the 
world had ever seen, At first glance it appeared that civilization 
was finally secure and a base had been established from which * 
would be possible to explore man’s hidden potentials. The poss 
bilities staggered the imagination. In a world at peace, the meth- 
ods of combating nature developed by Western culture 4? 

* Samtliche Werke vol. 11, pp. 456 and 458 as translated and presented Mg 
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applied so successfully in this country could be applied around 
the world, forcing nature to yield the food and fiber that would 
supply a material base upon which man could stand secure as 
he confidently reached for the stars. There would, of course, be 
mistakes and failures as blind alleys were explored, but man’s 
adventurous spirit would triumph eventually. 

But immediately something went wrong. In the first place, the 
complex world weighed a bit more on our shoulders than was 
anticipated and, second, since other nations were not willing to 
allow the atom bomb to remain our private property, we sud- 
dently recognized that rather than having secured civilization 
we had, in fact, simply made it possible for man (in a more 
individualized sense than ever before) to destroy civilization. 
Under these circumstances it is no wonder that a cautious con- 
Servativism gained in popularity and a society that had in the 
past romantically exaggerated the effectiveness of its schools then 
Switched to an almost vicious criticism. In this period of confusion 
and lack of self-confidence, it is again not surprising that many 
Professional educators have pessimistically concentrated upon 
finding ways of making the schools technologically right rather 
than optimistically searching for right ways of being original. 


Man Delimited by Nature 


Aristotle once noted that whatever is according to nature can- 
not be changed by training. For example, it is a stone’s nature to 
all when left unsupported and, consequently, a stone cannot be 
trained to go upward even though it is tossed into the air 10,000 
times. In the same way man cannot be taught to fly as a bird nor 
to breathe under water as a fish. In this sense man cannot fight 
4gainst nature; he may kick and scream as he is pulled along or 
© may follow nature willingly. Freedom is thus, a subjective 
Category and consists of recognizing necessity. 

Under this view one may assume, either that the nature that 
engulfs man is a blind, purposeless force, or that it is a grand 
design for bringing to fruition a divine purpose. Perhaps the two 
Most elaborate systems based on these alternative assumptions 
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are the absolute idealism of Hegel and the dialectical material- 
ism of Marx. Under either view, individual man viewed apart 
from the sweep of history has little meaning. Man attains sig- 
nificance only as he voluntarily identifies himself with the way 
things are going to go anyway. Of course, operationally, this usu- 
ally means accepting a set of directives supplied by some leader 
supposedly endowed with superior discernment. It follows that 
the purpose of education is to set men free by preparing them, 
individually and collectively, to play the roles proper “in the 
nature of things.” 

More typically, the view that man is essentially bounded by 
nature has been coupled with the belief that man, nevertheless, 
has a considerable range of choice left open to him. Aristotle, for 
example, pointed out that nature supplies man with neither 
intellectual nor moral virtues—nature gives man merely the 
capacity for acquiring them. And, as we noted in Chapter 2, t 
was in this connection that Aristotle developed the pedagogical 
advice, “we learn by doing.” : 

At first glance it might appear that there is little practical dif- 
ference between the view that nature is man’s enemy and the 
view that man, though having a considerable range of choice, a 
delimited by nature. The basic difference is in the way the area 
of freedom is regarded. Shall man use his freedom to one 
nature and learn how to fight against her, or to understan¢ 
nature and cooperate with her? We have seen that, when nature 
(within and without) is regarded as his enemy, man has found it 
necessary to turn to God in order to avoid an overwhelming pe* 
simism. In contrast, when nature is acknowledged as master 
man may assume that evil arises only because men are still se? 
tively ignorant. Even “natural evils,” such as earthquakes a” 
floods, cause misery only because men have not yet ne 
enough of nature’s laws to control or to get out of the road of suc 
lawful happenings. oo 

Perhaps the most common theological view held in cote 
tion with this view of man is deism. One might say that a deis 
believes that God created and set in operation an orderly, lawfu 
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universe. Since God is perfect (all knowing, all powerful, all 
good), he created the universe without mistakes or omissions of 
any kind. Consequently, he never finds it necessary to interfere 
with its orderly operation. Miracles should be expected only 
from a less-than-perfect Creator—a Creator who either changes 
his mind in midstream or else had failed to plan adequately in 
the first place. Moreover, if the plan provides for man having a 
certain amount of freedom and enough intelligence to learn from 
the consequences of his acts, then, in the long run, miracles that 
shield man from the consequences of his own mistakes are not 
really benevolent from an educational standpoint. 

Carried to its conclusion, this approach to the nature of man 
results in what has sometimes been called “The Theory of Nat- 
ural Goodness,” which stands in sharp contrast to the traditional 
doctrine of the Church known as “original sin.” The Biblical 
account of Adam and Eve tells of their banishment from the Gar- 
den of Eden. Whether viewed as history or as metaphor, the 
Church taught that their sin was perpetually shared by all their 
descendants, In other words, because of this original sin each 
human child is born evil and can be saved only by the sacraments 
and ministrations of the Church. But, in spite of this tradition, 
men such as Rousseau reasoned that an all-good and all-powerful 
God would not create something evil. There was no doubt that 
men do evil things, but it surely is in spite of their divine crea- 
tion, not because of it. 

Rousseau taught, therefore, that man should return to nature 
and seek to learn again the simple, unsophisticated life that God 
must have intended. Midst the corruption of Europe's absolute 
monarchies of the eighteenth century, such reasoning had a 
Strong appeal to many intellectuals and others sensitive to the 
injustice of the prevailing social system. There is little doubt 
that such teaching was jnfluential in producing both the Amer- 
ican and the French revolutions. And, as we noted in Chapter 2, 
the philosophy of education developed by Rousseau exerted 
Considerable, although delayed, effect upon American educators. 
Indeed, the more extreme forms of permissiveness and “child 
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centeredness” of progressive education was, no doubt, due much 
more to the influence of Rousseau than of John Dewey, even 
though in the popular mind all of “progressivism” has become 
linked with Dewey’s name. : 

From the standpoint of the nature of man, however, the point 
to be noted, in reference to the views of man discussed thus far, 
is that whether man is thought to be born evil or good—whether 
man is thought to be in essential conflict with nature or essen- 
tially a part of (and thus delimited by) nature—man is viewed 
as endowed with a definite nature, that is, a universally common 
set of (natural and/or supernatural) instincts, faculties, Ao 
enfolded potentials or forms that constitute the distinctive 
essence of man. It follows that education should take its cues 
(for both objectives and methodology) from this alleged “nature 
of man.” For, even if one desired to establish a system of schools 
designed deliberately to miseducate, one would still need P 
understand the nature of his prey, just as big-game hunters fin 
it advantageous to become thoroughly familiar with the instincts, 
the abilities, and the limitations of the object of their quest. 


Man as Nature Maker 


There is an obvious sense in which man is changing the face a 
the world and is thus making or remaking nature. Increasingly» 
it is the artificial or man-made parts of his environment that cap- 
tures the focus of man’s attention. He has not only rearranged tO 
suit himself such molar parts of nature as hills, streams, stones» 
and metals, but has literally created new combinations of p 
ments to further purposes that he has developed for himself. 
When this view of man is emphasized, civilization is neither the 
record of man’s fight against nature nor the unfolding history ° 
nature's grand design; civilization is, rather, that part of oo 
(both within and without) that man himself has wrought. It 4 
began when, after countless years of using natural objects z 
implements, man had the temerity to look at a natural obje° 
and say “I can make one better than that!” 

All of this can be recognized without conceding that man has 
in any fundamental way vaulted out of nature’s bounds or basi- 
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cally altered the design of the universe. But, repeatedly over the 
centuries, some men have asked why it is necessary to assume 
that either the universe or the design of the universe is already 
completed. Once it was noted that the universe appeared to be 
dynamic rather than static—in a state of becoming rather than of 
simple being—it became natural to ask why we should assume 
that the answer to “Becoming what?” is already fixed. Perhaps 
the universe is truly open-ended. Perhaps the sense of choice 
that man experiences subjectively is an objectively significant 
aspect of the universe. Rather than being fixed in advance, per- 
haps the essence of a thing is contingent upon what happens to 
that thing—contingent upon the context into which it is placed 
and the use to which it is put. And, in the case of a self-conscious, 
living thing such as man, perhaps his essence or nature is at least 
in part determined by what he decides. Perhaps we are what we 
do, And, to the extent that we could have done otherwise, we 


could now be otherwise. 
Tn any event, when the univer 
vidin illi d “elbow room” 
g (as William James once suggested) some 
for man, education cannot take its cue from a fixed, universal 
human nature.” When viewed as a process of personal develop- 
ment, education is a process in which significant selves are cre- 


ated, Education is thus essentially character development, and 


all forms of both scientific and humanistic knowledge are aux- 


iliary to the building of rich and disciplined character. By evalu- 
ating the past, man can create ideals for guiding his decisions 
that affect the future, but if the universe (including his own 
character) is truly open, then all such guidelines should be held 
as tentative—subject to reconstruction fom the vantage point of 
additional experience. 

Over the years, this view of man as nature maker has tended 
to take two main forms which we shall call the personalist and 
the impersonalist views. Either of these forms may or may not be 
Combined with appropriate theological assumptions. What is at 
issue is whether man discovers the openness of the universe pri- 
Marily from looking inward or from looking outward. 

When man looks inward and sees openness, it is likely to take 


se is viewed as open, thus pro- 
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the form of the discovery that to be carries with it the obligation 
to be something. This presents the individual with more of a 
quandary than a problem. A problem has been described as a 
“forked-road” situation but, when one suddenly grasps the truth 
that he must decide for himself his own essence, it is not @ 
matter of choosing this road or that; it is more like finding gne: 
self in the middle of an endless desert with no roads of any kind 
in sight. This kind of quandary tends to produce despair or, A 
the very least, anxiety. And, since introspection is often confuse! 
with a view of the world, it is easy to conclude that everyone else 
is in the same predicament. 


: + + you must take the position that you are the most important 
being in the world. There is no other possible platform from wa P 
view life. You are the center of everything, the focal headquarters n 
all that you experience. And you always place a higher valuation n 
your continuing existence than on any other being in the world. meri 
suicides to the contrary notwithstanding, every individual’s ye 
selfhood exerts a continuing existential judgment in its own favor. T ae 
is to say, we assign to our own selves—without any help from Christa if 
doctrine or democratic preachments about the worth of the indivi 


. lue and an 
ual—we assign to our own selves, I say, an absolute value a 
ultimate worth.+ 


In contrast, when one discovers openness by looking outward 
and noting the unsettled or problematic character of experienc? 
viewed objectively, one is likely to adopt a more sanguine “a 
tude. The inescapability of choice that a personalist views as 2 
“awful responsibility” may appear, when viewed in a “en 
impersonal manner, to be an exhilarating opportunity. After a 
before a person can think about himself, he must already es 
thinking person. A person must already be something before i 
can ask “What am 1?” The question should really be “What i 
I thus far?” When generalized, the question becomes “What to 
man thus far?” and although available evidence is not such 
warrant unbridled optimism concerning what man may beco™ j 
still it hardly seems to point to unqualified pessimism. Cons? 


“Van Cleve Morris, 
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quently, the openness of the universe, when interpreted by an 
impersonalist, tends toward meliorism—that is, the belief that 
man has at least a fighting chance to correct some of the evils of 
this world and to make still better some of the goods. 

In spite of the fact that the personalist view does frequently 
lead, as noted above, to the assignment of absolute worth to one’s 
own existence, it is generally coupled with a plea for recognition 
that cosmic fairness somehow demands realization that every 
other person, at least from his point of view, is also of absolute 
worth. Consequently, it is urged that one should deal with 
others, not as objects but as subjects. 

In contrast, an impersonalist urges that one should deal with 
Oneself as objectively as possible, and thus avoid the conclusion 
that one’s own existence is always of supreme value. It is an inter- 
esting question as to which is the more difficult, to relate 
empathically to others in terms of their subjectivity, or to 
objectify one’s own character and thus evaluate one’s own 
desires and aspirations in terms of impersonal criteria. Indeed, an 
interesting question is whether the two views do not amount 
Substantially to the same thing. 

When these views are coupled with religious doctrines about 
the nature of man and of the universe, there is a tendency for a 
Personalist mystically to reaffirm the Fatherhood of God whereas 
an impersonalist tends toward rational judgment in favor of the 

rotherhood of man. Since the two are mutually implicative, the 
uestion again arises as to whether there is any essential differ- 
ence between the two points of view. Some have concluded, 
therefore, that, once the openness of the universe is grasped 
and man’s role as “nature maker” is recognized, the question of 
Personalist versus impersonalist approach is largely a matter of 

iffering individual temperament rather than of fundamental 
Philosophic disagreement. It may be that from an ontological or 


Metaphysical point of view there is little difference. But in 
“pistemology the difference becomes noticeable and in axiology 

ere is a parting of the ways, with the personalist adopting a 
Roncognitive personal relativism and the impersonalist insisting 
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-s 
upon the cognitivist principle of the continuity of inquiry. 
Finally, with respect to religion, since it may be possible the 
these two views represent the present growing edge of religious 


thought, it would be premature to attempt a definitive 
assessment. 


MAN AND SOCIETY 


Since education may be viewed as a sociopolitical institution 
as well as a process of personal growth, the educational bearings 
of the various views concerning the nature of man may be more 
clearly seen when these views are extended to include comment 
upon the relation of the individual to society. Again, the countless 
variations in the way that this relation is conceived may be 
grouped under three main themes that correspond roughly to tg 
positions already discussed. The individual may be viewed as 7 
essential conflict with society. This view holds that any form © 
social organization and regulation is a more or less necessary 
evil. A second view is that the individual is essentially aycreature 
of society having little or no meaning or significance apart from 
the social organization that molds his personality and charac 
The third alternative presents man as a socially creative force 1 


. * * . C cia 
the universe. The indivudual is thus viewed as a nexus of soc! 
activity. 


The Individual Versus Society 


We have noted that the passions and energies that enable 
to fight against nature tend to get men into conflict with ea f 
other. It has been argued, therefore, that man, in his ssn 
State, is at war both with nature and with all other men. ee 
Hobbes (1588-1679) noted that this natural state of ant g 
miserable condition and reasoned that early men, recognizi? 
this, must have been willing to subjugate themselves to the W! 


tt toe a 
i € The Empirical Personalism” of Harold O. Soderquist may ve a 564. 
tion. See his The Person and Education, Merrill, Columbus, Ohio, 
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of some king or ruler in order to defend themselves against 
invasion and the injuries to one another. In other words, men 
formed a commonwealth. 

Hobbes believed that human nature is such that it leads men 
toward “partiality, pride, revenge, and the like,” and against 
“justice, equity, modesty, mercy, and, in sum, doing to others as 
we would be done to.” Consequently, men need some “visible 
Power to keep them in awe, and tie them by fear of punishment 
to the performance of their covenants.” He said: 


The only way to erect such a common power, as may be able to 
defend them from the invasion of foreigners and the injuries of one 
another, and thereby to secure them in such sort as that, by their own 
industry, and by the fruits of the earth, they may nourish them- 
Selves and live contentedly; is, to corffer all their power and strength 
Upon one man, or upon one assembly of men, that may reduce all 

eir wills, by plurality of voices, unto one will: which is as much as 
to say, to appoint one man, or assembly of men, to bear their person; 
and everyone to own and acknowledge himself to be the author of 
whatsoever he that so beareth their person, shall act or cause to be 
acted in those things which concern the common peace and safety; 
and therein to submit their wills, everyone to his will, and their judg- 
ments, to his judgment. This is more than consent or concord; it is a 


Teal unity of them all, in one and the same person, made by covenant 


oF every man with every man, in such a manner as if every man 
d give up my right of govern- 


should say to every man, “I authorize an À ye 
Mg myself to this man, or to this assembly of men, on this condition, 
that thou give up thy right to him, and authorize all his actions in 
ike manner,” This done, the multitude so united in one person, is 
Called a commonwealth, in Latin, civitas. This is the generation of that 
Sreat LEVIATHAN. i rather, to speak more reverently, of that 
gotal god, to vish we owe under the immortal God, our peace and 

cfense, For by this authority, given him by every particular man in 
© commonwealth, he hath the use of so much power and strength 
“onferred on him, that by terror thereof he is enabled to perform the 
wills of them all, to peace at home and mutual aid against their 


mies abroad, And in him consisteth the essence of the common- 
“alth; which, to define it, is, one person, of whose acts a great multi- 
ay e, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves 
thn One the author, to the end he may use the strength and means of 

ý i i mon 
defensa” as he shall think expedient, for their peace and commo! 
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And he that carrieth this person is called sovereign, and said to 
have sovereign power; and everyone besides, his subjects.° 


Two points should be noted: first, that individual man is the 
locus of all strength, will, and “natural rights,” and second, that in 
order to promote “the common peace and safety” he enters into a 
covenant (including realistic means for its enforcement) that 
diminishes his individual rights and power. The individual buys 
an orderly society, so to speak, and the price is his own 
“natural sovereignty.” 

John Locke (1632-1704), reasoning from these same general 
premises concerning individual man’s natural rights, nevertheless 
questioned whether human nature is such that men must sO 
largely relinquish their rights in order to obtain peace and secur- 
ity. Perhaps man’s natural state, although a state of liberty, is not 
a state of license. Since it is widely acknowledged that the views 
of John Locke exerted a profound influence upon our Founding 
Fathers, let us quote at length from his essay on civil government. 


- +. though man in that state have an uncontrollable liberty to dis- 
pose of his person or Possessions . . . yet he kas not liberty to destroy 
himself, or so much as any creature in his possession, but where some 
nobler use than its bare preservation calls for it. The state of nature 
has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges everyone; and reason, 
which is that law, teaches all mankind who will but consult it, that, 
being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his 
life, health, liberty, or Possessions. For men being all the workmenship 
of one omnipotent and infinitely wise Maker—all the servants of one 
Sovereign Master, sent into the world by His order, and about His 
business—they are His Property. Whose workmenship they are, made 
to last during His, not one another’s pleasure; and being furnishe 
with like faculties, sharing all in one community of nature, there can- 
not be supposed any such subordination among us, that may author- 
ize us to destroy one another, as if we were made for one another $ 
uses, as the inferior ranks of creatures are for ours. Everyone, as he îS 
bound to preserve himself, and not to quit his station willfully, 50> by 
the like reason, when his own preservation comes not in competition» 
ought he, as much nd not, 
unless it be to do justice on an offender, take away or impair the life, 


i ions 
ae Hobbes, Of Commonwealth (Part Two of Leviathan). poznor 
quoted are from the early pages of chap. XXVII. 


as he can, to preserve the rest of mankind, a 
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or what tends to the preservation of the life, the liberty, health, limb, 
or goods of another.? 


: Furthermore, Locke reasoned, perhaps man’s natural rights 
include the right of enforcing natural law. This is to say that, if 
any man should transgress natural law, every other man has the 
tight to punish the offender. Moreover, Locke concluded that 
anyone injured by such a transgression has also the right of 
enacting reparation. 

From all this, Locke reasoned, first, that it is not inevitable 
that men must give up their natural rights to some sovereign in 
order to attain peace and safety and, second, that when men do 
enter into social compacts of one kind or another it does not 
mean that they have given up all their natural rights. 


To this strange doctrine—viz. that in the state of nature everyone 
has the executive power of the law of nature—I doubt not but it will 
be objected that it is unreasonable for men to be judges in their own 
Cases, that self-love will make men partial to themselves and their 
friends, And on the other side, that ill nature, passion, and revenge 
will carry them too far in punishing others; and hence nothing but 
confusion and disorder will follow; and that therefore God hath cer- 
tainly appointed government to restrain the partiality and violence of 
men, I easily grant that civil government is the proper remedy for the 
inconvenience of the state of nature, which must certainly be great 
Where men may be judges in their own case, since ‘tis easy to be 
imagined that he who was so unjust as to do his brother an injury, 
will scarce be so just as to condemn himself for it. But I shall desire 
those who make this objection, to remember that absolute monarchs 
are but men, and if government is to be the remedy of those evils 
which necessarily follow from men being judges in their own cases, 
and the state of nature is therefore not to be endured, I desire to 
know what kind of government that is, and how much better it is than 
the state of nature, where one man commanding a multitude, has the 
liberty to be fudge in his own case, and may do to all his subjects 
whatever he pleases, without the least question or control of those who 
execute his pleasure; and in whatsoever he doth, whether led by 
reason, mistake, or passion, must be submitted to, which men in the 
state of nature are not bound to do one to another? And if he that 


*John Locke, An Essay Concerning the True Original Extent and End of 


Civil Government, par. 6. 
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judges, judges amiss in his own or any other case, he is answerable for 
it to the rest of mankind.§ 


Whosoever therefore out of a state of nature unite into a commun- 
ity must be understood to give up all the power necessary to the ends 
for which they unite into society, to the majority of the community, 
unless they expressly agreed in any number greater than the majority. 
And this is done by barely agreeing to unite into one political society, 
which is all the compact that is, or needs be, between the individuals 
that enter into or make up a commonwealth. And thus what begins or 
actually constitutes any political society is nothing but the consent of 
any number of freemen capable of a majority to unite and incorporate 
into such a society, And this is that, and that only, which did or could 
give beginning to any lawful government in the world.® 


But though men when they enter into society give up the equality, 
liberty and executive power they had in the state of nature into the 
hands of the society, to be so far disposed of by the legislative as the 
good of the society shall require; yet it being only with an intention > 
everyone the better to preserve himself, his liberty and property (for 
no rational creature can be supposed to change his condition with an 
intention to be worse), the power of the society, or legislative con- 
stituted by them, can never be supported to extend farther than the 
common good, but is obliged to secure everyone’s property by Pt" 
viding against those three defects above-mentioned that made the 
state of nature so unsafe and uneasy, And so whoever has the legisla- 
tive or supreme power of any commonwealth is bound to govern by 
established standing laws, promulgated and known to the people, and 
judges, who are to decide controversies by those laws; and to employ 
the force of the community at home only in the execution of such laws; 
or abroad, to prevent or redress foreign injuries, and secure the com- 
munity from inroads and invasion. And all this to be directed to no 
other end but the peace, safety, and public good of the people. 


All of this, rather obviously, leads to the conclusion that the 
proper form of commonwealth is some type of constitutional and 
representative government, a government in which sovereignty 
1s retained by the people and officers of the government are he 
accountable to the people. In the next chapter we shall want to 
examine this in greater detail, but in the context of our present 
concerns—that of the nature of the relation of man to society—W° 

ê Ibid., par. 13, 


°? Ibid., par. 99. 
* Ibid., par. 131. 


WHAT Is MAN? 215 


Sco that these views suggest that human nature exists prior to 
and is independent of society and that in order to form a society 
men must enter into social agreements that restrict or curb their 
sae inclinations or natures. Social arrangements are there- 
e xtraneous and artificial and, in this sense, opposed to 
an nature, 
With this in mind, we see that education gets involved in an 


inescapable conflict. On the one hand, when education is viewed 


as a process of personal development it appears that it should 


= its lead from the nature of human nature. Even though men 
ne concerning this “human nature,” they may still agree 
at some theory or view of human nature is an essential starting 
a for any theory of education.!! Furthermore, since human 

re is what it is, independent of particular and changing 


soci 5 A 
Ocial relationships, it follows that education (as a process of 


pesona] development) should at all times and at all places be 
Ssentially the same: education should be a process by which 


man’s distinctively human capabilities are developed. 
believes the following five 


aaa for example, that one 
aracteristics are the distinctive human qualities: 


> Self-consciousness. 
. Rationality—the power of abstract th 


3 generalize. 
- The power of ethical discrimination an! 


- Aesthetic appreciation. 
power to transcend the particular oeaan Le 
hich life is lived.” 


Conditions in the midst of w. 
‘ormal and informal, to 


Iti 
> then, the business of education, both f 
Provide the kind of experiences that promote expansion and 


refinement of these five powers oF qualities. In addition, a par- 

n 
It ey e.g., Charles D. Hardie, Truth and Fallacy in Educational Theory. 
expr Ould be noted that in discussions of human nature and education the 
i Sa “human nature” is systematica y ambiguous. Sometimes it refers 
eg iat is fixed in man by virtue of his being a man rather than a horse or 
ane r angel, Aristotle noted that what is by nature cannot be altered by 
ing. But more often “human nature” refers to those distinctively human 


Capanin Š 
“Pacities that may be developed by proper education. 
This follows closely a list of characteristics discussed by Titus, Living 


es in Philosophy, 2nd ed., P- 129. 


ought and the power to 


d the power to choose. 


A 


ssu 
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ticular school may, of course, offer some vocational training just 
as it may, for example, open a cafeteria or even a barber shop. 
But these additional services should never be confused with true 
education since they cater to the “needs” of a particular time and 
place rather than to the development of essential and 
unchanging human nature. 

On the other hand, since, as Aristotle noted, education should 
be compatible with the constitution and should be of first 
importance as a matter of public concern and legislation, it is not 
sufficient to view education solely as a process of personal devel- 
opment; it must also be viewed as a sociopolitical institution. 
And it is here that the problem arises. For, if man’s human 
nature is in essential conflict with his social arrangements, then 
education (as a series of experiences sponsored by a sociopo- 
litical institution) will surely not be fully compatible with 
maximum development of each individual's natural capabili- 
ties. 

This fundamental conflict is frequently glossed over in one way 
or another. Typically, in democratic societies, it is argued that 
the nature of democracy (and consequently, the legitimate 
demands of a democratic sociopolitical organization ) is not 7 
true conflict with man’s basic nature. After all, democracy may 
be said to be based on respect for man’s “natural rights” ane 
concern for individual freedom, But, as we shall see in the next 
chapter, an actual nation, existing at a particular time and lope- 
tion, can never simply choose democracy in the abstract 2° 
freedom in general; it must adopt specific forms of social an” 
political organization involving specific freedoms and specific 
constraints. Reduced to overly simple terms, the problem that an 
educator thus faces is how to implement the ideal of the optima 
development of each individual’s natural endowment while at 
the same time promoting the kind of adjustment (or even a 
formity) necessary for harmonious continuation of sociopolitic® 
arrangements that make possible such complex undertakings °° 
formal education. 


One way to solve this problem (at least intellectually) is n 
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push the conception of “man versus society” to its radical con- 
clusion. Few men have had the courage to do this, but Rousseau 
(1712-1778) suggested that man’s original state of nature (as dis- 
cussed by Locke, for example) had been long lost before men 
entered into the kind of social arrangements known in historical 
times, So-called social contracts were made not by men living in 
a state of nature but by men already corrupted by notions of 
Property and inequality. Moreover, all social arrangements, even 
those of a democratic character, tended eventually to pervert 
man’s original nature and to evolve toward depotism. Indeed, 
any form of government that could actually succeed in main- 
taining justice and the general welfare would be a government 
that really wasn’t necessary. “For a country, in which no one 
either evaded the laws or made a bad use of magisterial power, 
Could require neither laws nor magistrates.” Rousseau’s argu- 
Ments seem to point to the conclusion that all sociopolitical 


arrangements are essentially evil and would be unnecessary if 


man could recapture the virtues of his original state, but that a 
ight and feasibility 


government in which the people retain the r: 
of revolution is probably not so bad as other forms. Ideally, man- 
kind should, through proper education, work back toward man’s 
Original nature and concomitantly disinvolve all sociopolitical 


e 
ntanglements, Rousseau wrote: 


_ The first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, bethought 
Imself of saying This is mine, and found people simple enough to 
elieve him, was the real founder of civil society. From how many 
crimes, wars, and murders, from how many horrors and misfortunes 
might not any one have saved mankind, by pulling up the stakes, or 
ling up the ditch, and crying to his fellows, “Beware of listening to 
this impostor; you Los undone if you once forget that the fruits of the 
earth belong to us all, and the earth itself to nobody.” But there is 
Breat probability that ‘things had then already come to such a pitch, 
‘at they could no longer continue as they were; for the idea of prop- 
erty depends on many prior ideas, which could only be acquired suc- 
°essively, and cannot have been formed all at once on the human 


mind. Mankind must have made very considerable progress, and 


2cquired considerable knowledge and industry which they must also 
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have transmitted and increased from age to age, before they arrived at 
this last point of the state of nature.13 


The first expansions of the human heart were the effects of a novel 
situation, which united husbands and wifes, father and children, 
under one roof. The habit of living together soon gave rise to the 
finest feelings known to humanity, conjugal love and paternal affec- 
tion. Every family became a little society, the more united because 
liberty and reciprocal attachment were the only bonds of its union. . - » 
From living a softer life, both sexes also began to loose something of 
their strength and ferocity: but, if individuals became to some extent 
less able to encounter wild beasts separately, they found it, on the 
other hand, casier to assemble and resist in common. 


The simplicity and solitude of man’s life in this new condition, the 
paucity of his wants, and the implements he had invented to satisfy 


them, left him a great deal of leisure, which he employed to furnish 
himself with many conveniences unknown to his fathers: and this was 
the first yoke he inadvertently imposed on himself, and the first source 
of the evils he prepared for his descendants. For, besides continuing 
thus to enervate both body and mind, these conveniences lost wit 

use almost all their power to please, and even degenerated into rea 
needs, till the want of them became far more disagreeable than the 
possession of them had been pleasant. Men would have been unhappy 


at the loss of them, though the possession did not make them happy:™* 


From this radical view of the nature of man there follows 2? 
equally radical educational proposal: education should be taken 
out of the hands of the state and made largely an individual ot 
small-group affair. At the very least, children should be removed 
from the corrupting influence of city life and allowed to develop 
close to nature under the protection of a teacher who woul’ 
largely shield them from adults. Since a child’s original nature 15 
implanted by a beneficent God, the teacher should encourage 
full and free development of the child’s natural impulses. Thus 
shielded from the corrupting influence of adult society, the chil 
will develop a strength of character that will make it possible 
safely to introduce him gradually to experiences designed fo 
teach him the realities of adult society while enabling him g 


* From the openi ; 
“ibid, pie ro neaph of The Social Contract. 
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recognize and immunize himself against such evil. As adults, 
the products of this education might then be expected to move 
toward dissolution of complex sociopolitical regulations, which 
would be an unnecessary evil were man to return to a state of 
natural goodness.1® 


The Individual as a Creature of Society 


Another way in which the conflict between individual and 
society may be resolved is by going to the other extreme and 
asserting that society or “the state” is the true locus of value, of 
human rights and significance, Hegel (1770-1991), working 
within the general philosophic traditions of idealism and ration- 
alisin, objected to the more or less sentimental romanticizing, of 
man’s so-called state of nature. Hegel reasoned that God created 
the universe to operate in a rational manner. Yet, rather obvi- 
Ously, the world is not now, nor has it ever been, in a perfect 
State, It is therefore, in a state of becoming. This is to say that it 
B moving toward actualization of its own perfect Ideal or Reason. 

egel believed that study of human history reveals the operation 
of a dialectic or evolutionary process toward such actualization 
of Divine Reason. Man, in his primitive or “natural” state is 
merely primitive, hence further removed from the actualization 
of Reason and Freedom than in later societies developed accord- 


ing to Natural dialectic. 

Hegel believed that the course of histo 

rough operation of their natural impulses and desires, men 

ave not only furthered evolution of the world toward the Ideal 
and at the same time accomplished their own desires, but have 
a transformation of human desires, making 
alectic progress. For example, it 
study of science and history, to 
es that operate in 


ry displays how, 


also accomplished 
Possible a still higher form of di 
*S now possible for man, through 
Tecognize at least some of the rational process 

© world. Such recognition was not possible for primitive man. 

an may now, therefore, consciously cooperate in furthering the 
Movement toward actualizing the Ideal. It follows, therefore, 


R i ions in his Emil 
‘Ousseau made similar educational suggestions in his Emile. 
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that society, rather than being viewed as the source of restraint 
and limitation, should be viewed as the means by which actual- 
ization of the Ideal is promoted and Freedom is realized. 

Concerning the then-current conceptions of man’s “natural 
state,” Hegel had this to say: 


The error which first meets us is the direct contradictory of our 
principle that the state presents the realization of Freedom; the opin- 
ion, viz., that man is free by nature, but that in society, in the State— 
to which nevertheless he is irresistibly impelled—he must limit this 
natural freedom. That man is free by Nature is quite correct in one 
sense, viz., that he is so according to the Idea of Humanity; but we 
imply thereby that he is such only in virtue of his destiny—that he has 
an undeveloped power to become such; for the “Nature” of an object 
is exactly synonymous with its “Idea.” But the view in question 
imports more than this. When man is spoken of as “free by Nature 
the mode of his existence as well as his destiny is implied. His merely 
natural and primary condition is intended. In this sense a “state © 
Nature” is assumed in which mankind at large are in the possession 
of their natural rights with the unconstrained exercise and enjoyment 0 
their freedom. . . .That assumption is one of those nebulous images 
which theory produces; an idea which it cannot avoid originating, but 
which it fathers upon real existence without sufficient historica 
justification. 

What we find such a state of Nature to be in actual experience 
answers exactly to the Idea of a merely natural condition. Freedom 2 
the ideal of that which is original and natural, does not exist 4s orig- 
inal and natural. Rather must it be first sought out and won; and that 
by an incalculable medial discipline of the intellectual and mor 
powers. The state of Nature is, therefore, predominantly that of injus- 
tice and violence, of untamed natural impulses, of inhuman deeds eit 
feelings. Limitation is certainly produced by society and the state, bu 
it is a limitation of the mere brute emotions and rude instincts; as alee 
in a more advanced stage of culture, of the premeditated self-will af 
caprice and passion. This kind of constraint is part of the insumo 
tality by which only, the consciousness of Freedom and the desire £0 


its attainment, in its true—that is Rational and Ideal form—can 
obtained.16 


Like Rousseau, Hegel had the courage to push his ideas t° 
radical conclusions, The individual, his will and personality 


! G, W. F. Hegel, Philosophical History, from par. 34 and 35. 
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is relatively short lived and unimportant in and of himself in 
contrast to the State which is more permanent and more objec- 
tively Real. Individual desires are subjective while the “will of 
the state” can be said to have objective existence. Hegel thus 
spoke of: 


. .. the moral Whole, the State, which is that form of reality in 
which the individual has and enjoys his freedom; but on the condition 
of his recognizing, believing in and willing that which is common to 
the Whole. And this must not be understood as if the subjective will of 
the social unit attained its gratification and enjoyment through that 
common Will; as if this were a means provided for its benefit, as if 
the individual, in his relation to other individuals, thus limited his 
freedom, in order that this universal limitation—the mutual constraint 
of all—might secure a small space of liberty for each. Rather, we 
affirm, are Law, Morality, Government, and they alone, the positive 
reality and completion of Freedom. Freedom of a low and limited 
order, is merely caprice; which finds its exercise in the sphere of 
Particular and limited desires.” 


Under this view it is clear that wherever there appears to be 
Some degree of conflict between individual and society, the will 
Of the state should be given the right of way. Man may choose 
to swim against the current but, where the current is overwhelm- 
ing, such a decision gives only an illusion of freedom. True free- 
dom consists of recognizing necessity. It follows that education 
Consists of enabling the individual to identify with the will of the 
State and thus to attain a significant place in the stream of 
Reality, 

Hegel hesitated, however, to predict in any detailed way pre- 
Cisely what the will of the state should be in any given instance. 
In other words, Hegel’s confidence was in the over-all, long-range 
Outcome of the Process. At any given time, individual men can 
attain freedom only by identifying with the will of the state as it 
then and there exists. But there is no guarantee that any given 
State can be identified as the particular bud out of which the 
main branch of further dialectic evolution will continue. 


" Ibid., from par. 31. 
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Although men ean naw grasp the nature of the Process, if is REE 
yet possible to forceast the Perfect Actualization. 

Karl Mars (1818-1883 ) was less hesitant, Interpreting history 
in materialistic terms, he saw the dialectic process at work as a 
series of class struggles eventuating in one all-embracing, world- 
wide, Communistic state in which all of the usual notions of 
social class, private property, and individual rights will dissolve. 
Only in such a universal and classless society can man live in 
perfect freedom. In such a Society, government as now known, 
will gradually wither away. For, as Rousseau noted, in a society 
where there is no conflict there is no need for law-enforcement 
agencies. 

Furthermore, Karl Marx, in collaboration with Friedrich 
Engles, issued in 1847 The Communist Manifesto in which they 
declared it is the duty of the proletarians or working class > 
become the conscious agents of destiny and, through violen 
revolution, to establish one or more national states which ca? 
then work more effectively toward world-wide Communism. 


The Communists disdain to conceal their views and aims. ey 
openly declare that their ends can be attained only by the forci i 
overthrow of all existing social conditions. Let the ruling classes em 
ble at the Communist revolution, The proletarians have nothing 
lose but their chains. They have a world to win. 


Working men of all Countries, unite!18 


Depending upon where emphasis is placed, the views thus f@* 
discussed suggest a wide variety of educational arrangements 
For example, if the Hobbes “Leviathan” is viewed as more obje* 
ively real than its individua] members, then, as in the cas? y 
the Hegelian state, any educational conflict between ene 
and society will always be resolved in favor of society. s S 
other hand, under the Lockean approach, if one differentia’ 
between society and government (as Locke actually did), pe 
the basic conflict may be thought of as between the ers 
and the state rather than between individual and society. In t™ 


3 The closing lines of The Communist Manifesto. 
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country, there has been a strong tendency to identity the 


and local governments are cast in the role of defenders of indi- 
vidual freedoms, It is understandable that in the early days of 
the Republic men feared central government because it was 
More remote and represented a wider range of social and eco- 
nomic interests than were found in any of the provincial commu- 
nities of that time. Moreover, it was “a remote government” that 
the colonies had found so distasteful. 

Today, however, after a long history of the federal courts pro- 
tecting individuals against violations of their rights by state and 
loal governments, one cannot help but suspect that many who 
insist that it is only the federal government that is the “Lockean 
state” do so simply because they have found it much easier to 
extract special privileges from state and local governments than 
from federal. In any event, this kind of argument can be used 
for ignoring the inherent educational conflict between individual 
and society, as long as education as a sociopolitical institution is 
thoroughly dominated by provincial social traditions and by state 
and local politics. 

In contrast to all this and, no doubt, in reaction to it, there are 
Some persons who insist that we now know enough (conceptu- 
ally and technologically) to build a new social order in which 
evils such as slums, illiteracy, malnutrition, and many forms of 
Physical and mental ill-health can be largely eliminated, if we 
will use the schools to promote realistic social and political edu- 
cation and commitment. The way in which this sort of educa- 
tional proposal is related to a conception of the nature of man is 
seldom stated as fully as one could wish. It may be that its advo- 
cates have managed to combine the idea that the universe is 
Open and man (as mankind) is a nature-maker, with the notion 
that man (as an individual) is (or should be) delimited by 
Society, In fact, there is talk to the effect that the very meaning 
of truth, beauty, goodness (hence all knowledge, wisdom, and 
Morality) is delimited by various forms of social consensus. In 
any event, it is argued that the idea that education (as a socio- 
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political institution and as the technology and profession of 
teaching) should be devoted to education (as a process of per- 
sonal development) is an outmoded and ineffective idea. It is 
claimed that, when schools concentrate upon individual growth 
or reconstruction, their graduates are simply gobbled up by soci- 
ety’s unreconstructed institutions, which remain essentially unaf- 
fected. After all, a cannibal doesn’t become Christian by eating 
Christians, The schools should, therefore, embark upon building 
a new social order by a direct attack of double envelopment: pn 
the one hand, students should be taught the realities of social, 
economic, and political power-structures, coupled with experi- 
ences designed to elicit commitment to certain democratic ideals 
and programs (based on an uncoerced social consensus); on the 
other hand, educators, as an organized socioeconomic power 
group, should undertake political action to insure that conditions 
will be favorable to the school playing such a role. The result 
would be a democratic “planning society” in contrast to i 
“planned society” of totalitarian form, although there stil 
remains the question of the schools’ function with reference tO 


the plans that are progressively developed by such a “planning 
society.” 


Man as a Nexus of Social Activity 


Over the years, many have struggled to construct a way of 
understanding man that avoids both the paradoxes and ae 
extremes involved in the views so far discussed. Perhaps “ma” 
and society” can best be understood as a special case of “organ” 
ism and environment.” It has frequently been observed that ma” 
does not merely live in an environment, but by means of an 
environment. Even this observation, however, is only transition? 
to grasping the insight that life is an affair of organism ae 
environment. In other words, the environment is in the organis™ 
just as much as the organism is in the environment. Either org” 


n ; ; vork of 
The particular version presented here draws heavily upon the wo 


A ess 
Arthur F. Bentley, See especially his Inquiry into Inquiry, and his paR 
of Government, Sect. II. 
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ism or environment may be discussed separately as an abstrac- 
tion, but what is directly given for observation is the behavior of 
organism-environment. 

At the level of physiological studies, it is becoming increas- 

ingly clear that to regard the human skin as the boundary 
between organism and environment is rather arbitrary. An 
embalmed corpse could, perhaps, be said to have existence in an 
environment, but wherever there is life there is constant transac- 
tion between and among elements that one moment may be 
viewed as part of the organism and the next as part of the envi- 
ronment. An organism cannot exist as organism apart from an 
environment, and, indeed, an environment has no existence as 
environment except as it is in transaction with an organism. 
: As for individual and society, to conceive, either of man exist- 
ing apart from society in some so-called state of nature, or of a 
Society or state as having existence and “will” apart from actual 
individuals is to create abstractions. Such abstractions may be 
Useful tools for certain types of studies, but to imagine that these 
abstractions represent actual entities or a locus of values is to 
block further progress in understanding man as a nexus of social 
activity, which is, again, what is directly observable. In a 
Words, man’s behavior is social behavior just as his life is “envi- 
ronment life.” By the same token, all of a society’s desires and 
institutions are the-desires and institutions of men—actual, par- 
ticular men-—just as any given environment is always the envi- 
ronment of particular organisms. 

Under this view, the abstract conflict between individual and 
Society resolves into particular conflicts—at particular times and 
Places—hetween specific social individuals acting singly or > 
organized groups. Frequently, these conflicts center around dif- 
erences of opinion concerning the proper dividing line between 
Public and private affairs. In the next chapter, we shall need to 
90k at this matter in considerable detail, but for now the point 
i be noted is that, since all human behavior is social (just as all 
iving involves environment), the fact that a given instance of 

ehavior can be shown to have social consequences does not 
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mean that it should necessarily be a matter for public regulaHiou: 
For, as John Dewey once noted, “the public has no hands. Nó 
matter how complex the machinery, “public or social control, 
the “will of the state,” etc., is always a matter of actual koman 
behavior undertaken for the purpose of controlling other actua 
human behavior. In every instance, what is at issue is not an 
abstract conflict between abstract entities, but the real problems 
of real men. And there can be no legitimate importing, a prior 
fashion, of principles, based on these abstractions, that ase 
tively settle problems in terms of either a privatism or a publi- 
cism (i.e., individualism or totalitarianism ). gael 

It follows that education (even in the case of an individu i 
privately undertaking his own instruction) is always a 2 
affair, for it is a human affair. Nevertheless, education as a 
abstract process of human development can be said to have a 
aims outside itself—that is, there is nothing in the process yee 
that dictates what particular direction it must take except te 
certain directions may be found in fact to close off or fern 
the process while other directions are found to open up oT a a 
mote the process. In this sense it may be said that educa mi 
should be subordinate to nothing save more education. On a 
other hand, wherever education is actually taking place there pa 
always involved specific persons with more or less clear aims ot 
purposes. The view of man as a nexus of social activity does 9°” 
therefore, provide the answer to man’s educational problems e 
more than it does to any other of the problems of men. It mer 
sweeps off the table the traditional doctrinaire solutions $ g 
especially with respect to education, it denies that the h, 
point for educational theory must be some doctrine concern? 
the nature of man (or of society ) conceived abstractly. 


SUGGESTIONS ror ADDITIONAL READING 


ith 

There was a time when a man could, perhaps, afford oat ve 

respect to much that is now studied systematically by physica ast 

cultural anthropology, That time, if it ever existed, is now long ee 
If one is to live, in any adequate fashion, in today’s world, it is ® 
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os to reconstruct narrow racist views concerning the nature of man. 
tudents who have not had the advantage of formal course-work in 
cigs anthropology should study some of the standard texts avail- 
ri le in this field. In this connection, Jacobs and Stern, General 
v nthropology (Number 20 in the College Outline Series) should prove 
elpful. 
ahe more popular paperback on the nature of man is Ashley 
i ntagu’s, The Biosocial Nature of Man. Students frequently report 
at they find this little book very enlightening. 
a of the standard introductory texts in philosophy have chap- 
for on sections devoted to views concerning the nature of man, as, 
oma anple, Tins, Living Issues in Philosophy, chapters VIII-XI. 
“The texts discuss the nature of man indirectly under topics such as 
Phito Quest for Final Answers” and “Theological Dualism” (see Beck, 
fe alee Inquiry) or “The Speculative Function of Philosophy” 
andall and Buchler, Philosophy: An Introduction) . 
x Aost of the standard texts in philosophy of education do not pre- 
» as a separate topic, comparative views (or even a single view) of 
ait of man. Noteworthy exceptions are Brubacher, Modern 
Bhile sophies of Education, chapter 3, pp. 44-72; Butler, Four Philoso- 
si S, which provides short statements of five different views of man, 
aS 119-20, 891-92, 403-7, 506-7; and Phenix, Philosophy of Edu- 
a pp. 117-209, 461-505. More frequently it is necessary to search 
fase ee of the nature of man under more or less indirect head- 
“The Ps some cases this is worth doing, for example, chapter 3, 
Phil tructure and Dynamics of Personality” in Broudy, Building a 
“osophy of Education. 

Phrase of the more helpful discussi 
cE is literature of philosophy of educa 
ee individual to society. For examp. 
o£“ rae and the Democratic Faith, chapter i 
a Ki ividualism” and its relation to equality, freedom, and authority. 
Sbai es Philosophy of Education, there are chapters on “The 
Ex al Nature of Man,” “The Culture,” “The Individual and Society,” 
ee a which various views about man, his abilities and capabilities, 
dn in close relation to a consideration of alternatives for 
©om organization and management, curriculum, school plant 


a 
onstruction, and the like. 


‘ons of the nature of man, in the 
tion, focus upon the relation 
le, in Sayers and Madden, 
2 discusses the meaning 


CHAPTER 9 


What Is Democracy? 


THE NATURE of language is such that certain words may mea? 
different things to different people. Chameleonlike, words take 
on differing shades of meaning from context to context and, in 
the case of the word democracy, meaning has grown over the 
years until today it generally conveys considerably more th 
“rule by the people.” This is true even when it is used to name 
form of government and, in many contexts, democracy calls up 
a range of ideals and behaviors that run considerably beyo” 
questions of political arrangements. 


an 
a 


DEMOCRACY AS A FORM OF GOVERNMENT 
Greek Democracy 


Some five hundred years before the birth of Christ ne 
evolved, primarily in the city-state of Athens, political arrang” 
ments that placed final authority in the hands of the pek 
rather than in the hands of a few or of a single person: 0 
attempting to assess the meaning of early Greek democracy in! 
extremes should be avoided. On the one hand, some person 
(especially those wishing to emphasize the influence of ee 
Hanity upon modern democracy) point out that in reality a 
rule of the people” in Athens meant the rule by “the citizens i 
an elite group of slave owners who, because of an economy p 
on human slavery, had the leisure to devote themselves t° a 
arts, including the art of government. It is said that under thes 

228 
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conditions the ideas of equality and justice were so restricted 
that it is very misleading to claim that our modern conceptions 
of democracy had their roots in pre-Christian or pagan Greece. 
On the other hand, some persons ( especially those who 
emphasize only the political meaning of democracy, in isolation 
from all economic, social, and moral considerations) maintain 
that democracy means specifically the political arrangements 
developed in ancient Athens. Since what was feasible in a small 
city-state could hardly be expected to work in a modern complex 
industrial nation, such persons usually point out that the United 
States of America is a Republic, and not a democracy at all. 
One way of avoiding these extremes is to note that words such 
as democracy, justice, and equality have two dimensions of 
Meaning: an intensive dimension of ideal, and an extensive 
dimension of actual human behavior, with neither dimension 
being static or fixed. For example, there is some evidence to sug- 
gest that, from a moral standpoint, slavery in democratic Ath- 


ens was, at worst, no worse than slavery in ante-bellum 


Christian America. And, for that matter, if the meaning of 
s of its extensive 


democracy is to be explicated entirely in term 
mension, why was the United States called a democratic 
nation before women were permitted to vote? Evidently more 


than the extensive dimension was involved. 
; It follows that a more satisfactory way of exploring the mean- 
ing attached to democracy by the early Greeks is to consider 
what they had to say about it. A number of such studies have 

en made,! but for our purposes some of the words of Pericles 


(circa 500-429 B.C.) will suffice. 

We are happy in a form of government which cannot envy the laws 
Sf tir neighbors—for it has served as a model to others, while being 
bonal at Athens. And this our form, as C i t to the few, 

on to the whole body of the people, is ca 
e erent soever in a private capacity, We all o i 
quality our laws are fitted to preserve; and superior honors in propor- 
"i See e.g., Walter R. Agard, What Democracy Meant to the Greeks, Uni 
"sity of Wisconsin Press, 1960. 
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sau 
i e excel. The public administration is not confined oi 3 r 
T family but is attainable only by merit. Poverty is not gress a 
since whoever is able to serve his country meets ee rah a. 
referment from his first obscurity. The offices 2 A E 
frongh without obstructions from one another; ana iaai not aneo 
the mutual endearments of private life without nay ee ba putting 
with a neighbor for following the bent of his own pee + eee 
on that countenance of discontent, which Pains Aid cs bi Meat 
punish—so that in private life we converse without Send aaah 
age, while we dare not presume on any account to o saate att 1 
public, because of the reverence we bear to the magis red and i 
laws, chiefly to those enacted for the redress of the BES see 
those unwritten laws, a breach of which is thought = of the whole 
The Grandeur of this our Athens causeth the produc 


t 
; iliar enjoyment, not 
earth to be imported here, by which we reap a familiar enjoy 


other 
ose of 
more of the delicacies of our own growth than of th 

nations. 


ith frugal- 

In our manner of living we show an elegance ee whe We 
ity, and we cultivate philosophy without enervating a the vanity 
display our wealth in the season of beneficence, and not i n; no effort 
of discourse. A confession of Poverty is disgrace to no ma sersons an 
to avoid it is disgrace indeed, There is visible in the _ 5 public; 
attention both to their own private concerns and those o; tent skill i” 
and in those engaged in the labors of life there is compel k that one 
affairs of government. For we are the only people who ma good for 
who does not Participate in state affairs—not indolent, “a quick 2 
nothing. And yet we pass the soundest judgments, and en words 
catching the right apprehensions of things, believing oe D the nol 
are prejudicial to actions, but rather what is prejudicia oblige 
being duly prepared by previous debate before NO miS excellence, 
proceed to execution, Herein consists our distinguishing © an 
that in the hour of action we show the greatest eee o 
debate beforehand the expediency of our measures. The a cowards: 
others is the result of ignorance; deliberations make ren who, 
And those must undoubtedly be owed to have the grenen of peace 
most acutely sensible of the miseries of war and the sweets 
are not hence in the least deterred from facing danger. 


In acts of beneficenc 
serve friends not by re 
who does a kindness h 
gratitude, bec, 


re- 
e, further, we differ from the EE ie f; 
ceiving, but by conferring, eg cme Jaw ° 
ath the advantage over him who, by oblige? 
omes a debtor to his benefactor, The person 
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is compelled to act the more insipid part, conscious that a return 
of kindness is merely a payment and not an obligation. And we 
alone are splendidly beneficent to others, not so much from inter- 
ested motives as for the credit of pure liberality. I shall sum up what 
yet remains by only adding that our Athens in general is the school of 
Greece; and that every single Athenian amongst us is excellently 
formed, by his personal qualification, for all the various scenes of 
active life, acting with a most graceful demeanor and a most ready 
habit of despatch.2 

These words are probably a subtle blend of the two dimen- 
sions of the meaning of democracy. Pericles, no doubt, painted 
an idealized picture. Nevertheless, it was a picture of behavior, 
not merely of ideals. 

Three points seem to stand out: the right and responsibility of 
every citizen for participation in lawful government, a separa- 
tion between public and private affairs (this amounts to a denial 
of totalitarianism), recognition that even private affairs should 
be regulated by a social-moral code that is in harmony with the 
principles that guide governmental affairs (this amounts to a 
denial that democracy can be viewed as merely a form of gov- 
ernment in isolation from and independent of economic, social, 
and moral considerations ). 


Laissez-faire Democracy 


The desire for some form of democratic government fre- 
quently arises because of the evils of dictatorship, monarchy, or 
aristocracy. People long for freedom and, under such conditions, 
freedom means mainly removal of the restraints imposed by 
arbitrary rulers. Thus it is that the focus of democratic aspira- 
tions sometimes fixes upon only the first of the three points, 
noted above, concerning Greek democracy. Since rule by the 


People is thus placed in sharp contrast to rule by tyrants, and 


Since the most noticeably objectionable feature of the tyrant's 
dividual freedom, democracy 


Tule is the restraints imposed on in à 
becomes equated with individualism, or a minimum restriction 

2 From a funeral oration delivered in 431 B.C., as a memorial to the first 
Athenian soldiers who fell in the Peloponnesian War. 
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on individual behavior. It may then be said that “that govern- 
ment is best which governs least.” 

Even in Greek thought there was a minority point of view to 
the effect that a proper democracy should permit every man to 
live as he pleases, that is, according to his own fancy. This idea 
was given powerful reinforcement in later times by the view of 
the nature of man as being in essential conflict with both nature 
and society and by the Lockean notion of the social contract: 
Government is necessary to protect a commonwealth against 
invasion and to establish a minimum of laws for regulation of pri- 
vate enterprise. Beyond that, any attempt by government to 
exercise control or even leadership is the beginning of tyranny: 
Adam Smith (1723-1790) was a very influential spokesman for 
this point of view, especially in respect to economic matters. His 
An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations 
was an eloquent plea for the defense of free trade and free 
enterprise. 

From the standpoint of those who believe in protective tariffs 
and other political measures designed to insulate industrial cap- 
italists and the landed aristocracy from the rigors of free comp” 
ition, the ideas of Adam Smith seemed excessively liberal. O” 
the other hand, from the standpoint of the laborer or of what the 
Communists call the proletariat, this “classical liberalism” did not 
appear so liberal, for, under this view, labor was treated as * 
commodity to be manipulated, as all commodities were, in order 
to maximize profits. Ricardo (1772-1823), a British economist 
spoke very frankly about this matter. 

Labour, like other things which are purchased and sold, and which 
may be increased or diminished in quantity, has its natural and aS 
market price. The natural price of labour is that price which is neces 
Sary to enable the labourers, one with another, to subsist and to Pe 
Petuate their race, without either increase or diminution. ’ 

The power of the labourer to support himself, and the family which 
may be necessary to keep up the number of labourers, does 7 
depend on the quantity of money which he may receive for wages but 
on the quantity of food, necessaries, and conveniences becomes esse?” 
tial to him from habit which the money will purchase. The natu! 
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Price of labour, therefore, depends on the price of the food, necessar- 
ies, and conveniences required for the support of the labourer 
and his family... . 
, The necessity which the labourer would be under of paying an 
increased price for such necessaries would oblige him to demand more 
Wages; and whatever increases wages, necessarily reduces profits. . . . 
It is when the market price of labour exceeds its natural price that 
the condition of the labourer is flourishing and happy, that he has it 
in his power to command a greater proportion of the necessaries and 
enjoyments of life, and therefore to rear a healthy and numerous fam- 
ily. When, however, by the encouragement which high wages give to 
the increase of population, the number of labourers is increased, wages 
again fall to their natural price, and indeed from the reaction some- 
times fall below it... . 


Under a system of perfectly free commerce, each country naturally 


devotes its capital and labour to such employments as are most bene- 
ficial to each. This pursuit of individual advantage is admirably con- 
nected with the universal good of the whole. By stimulating industry, 

Y rewarding ingenuity, and by using efficaciously the peculiar powers 
bestowed by nature, it distributes labour most effectively and most 
economically: while, by increasing the general mass of productions, it 


diffuses general benefits, and binds together, by one common tie of 
interest and intercourse, the universal society of nations throughout 


the civilized world. It is this principle which determines that wine 
shall be made in France and Portugal, that corn shall be grown in 
America and Poland, and that hardware and other goods shall be 
manufactured in England. - - -* 

When it is thought that man is by his very nature a competi- 
tive animal destined to spend his life struggling against a hostile 
environment and against his fellow man and when it is thought 
that government should do no more than referee the fighting 
and provide protection against outside interference, the result is 
tugged individualism. To the victor belong the spoils, and con- 
cern for the vanquished is labeled as unnatural sentimentalism 
(or squeamishness). Moreover, any voice raised to protest—any 
suggestion that this may not be the best of all possible systems— 
is squelched with the retort, If you're so smart, why aint you 
rich?” 

The Principles of Political Economy and Taxation, 


3 id Ricardo, i 
pa York, 1926, pp- 52, 70, 53, 81. 
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Drawing on the survival-of-the-fittest model provided by De 
win, Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) attempted to justify a laissez 
faire version of government. He argued that: 


In common with its other assumptions of secondary offices, os 
assumption by a government of the office of Reliever-general to 3 
Poor, is necessarily forbidden by the principle that a government wl 
not rightly do anything more than Protect. In demanding from a a 
zen contributions for the mitigation of distress—contributions = 
needed for the due administration of men’s rights—the state is, aS Me 
have seen reversing its function, and diminishing that liberty to exer’ 
the faculties which it was instituted to maintain, Possibly . . . some ti 
assert that by satisfying the wants of the pauper, a govern es 
in reality extending his liberty to exercise his faculties. . . « But a 
statement of the case implies a confounding of two widely-differ aa 
things. To enforce the fundamental law—to take care that every a 
has freedom to do all that he wills, provided he infringes not the eta 
freedom of any other man-this is the special purpose for which i 
civil power exists, Now insuring to each the right to pursue wae 
the specified limits the objects of his desires without let ws x 
drance, is quite a separate thing from insuring him satisfaction. hich 

Pervading all nature we may see at work a stern discipline, W rs 
is a little cruel that it may be very kind. That state of unive are 
warfare maintained throughout the lower creation, to the great Po 
plexity of many worthy people, is at bottom the most merciful aoe 
sion which the circumstances admit of... . The poverty of the i: o 
pable, the distresses that come upon the imprudent, the starvation i, 
the idle, and those shoulderings aside of the weak by the stoni 
which leave so many ‘in shallows and in miseries,’ are the be 
of a large, far-seeing benevolence. It seems hard that an unskilfuln er 
which with all its efforts he cannot overcome, should entail ee F 
upon the artizan. It seems hard that a labourer incapacitated by a 
ness from competing with his stronger fellows, should have to hans 
the resulting privations, It seems hard that widows and orp Aia 
should be left to struggle for life or death. Nevertheless, W. KE 
regarded not separately, but in connection with the interests of ia st 
versal humanity, these harsh fatalities are seen to be full of the hig? 
beneficence—the same beneficence which brings to early graves 
children of diseased parents, and singles out the low-spirited, 
intemperate, and the debilitated as the victims of an epidemic. - - + 


“Herbert Spencer, Social Statistics, London, 1851, pp. 311, 322-323. 
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American Democracy 


There is little doubt that the basic tenets of classical liberal- 
ism, as developed by British and French writers, exerted a pro- 
found influence upon the thinking of the leaders of the American 
Revolution. Consider, for example, whether in the Declaration 
of Independence there is jnvolved the notion of “natural rights” 
and “social contract” conception of government with its justifica- 
iton of the “right of revolution” and “government by consent of 


the governed.” 


When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one 
People to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with 
another, and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate 
and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God 
entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that 
they should declare the causes which impel them to the separation. 


We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created 
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable 


Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happi- 
ness.—That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among 
Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed,— 
That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these 
ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish it, and to insti- 
tute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and 
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to 
effect their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that 
Governments long established should not be changed for light and 
transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shewn, that man- 
kind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to 


right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accus- 
tomed. But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing 
a design to reduce them under 


invariably the same Object evinces 1 

absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such 

Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.— 
f these Colonies; and such is 


Such has been the patient sufferance © r 
now the necessity which constrains them to alter their former Systems 


of Government. The history of the present King of Great Britain is a 
history of repeated injuries and usurpations, all having in direct object 
the establishment of an absolute Tyranny over these States. To prove 
this, let Facts be submitted to a candid world. 
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On the other hand, many of the Founding Fathers were a 
familiar with the older Greek conceptions of geri: fort 
perhaps still more important, they believed that politica re, 
in the new nation need not be dominated by any European ality 
trines. They felt free, for example, to argue about what AS 
should mean in the new nation—Was it to mean merely p to 
before the law” (the laissez-faire emphasis) or was it @ ov 
include equality of right and responsibility to participate a of 
ernment (a Greek emphasis), and should it include a a 
personal dignity” (a Greek conception reinforced by C ‘nea 
doctrine)? And, indeed, perhaps it should be construed to o fea- 
“equality of opportunity” (a notion that seemed much mor 
sible in America than in crowded Europe). : et 

What actually happened, of course, was that viewpo? sof? 
doctrines had to be compromised. In a few cases, the ed er 
European writer could be accepted intact. For example, CO on 0 
the following, written by Charles Louis de Secondat, Bat 
Montesquieu (1689-1775); 


The political liberty of the subject is a tranquility of mpina ve 
from the opinion each person has of his safety. In order to = man 
liberty, it is requisite the government be so constituted as © 
need not be afraid of another. s the same 

When the legislative and executive powers are united in liberty 
person, or in the same body of magistrates, there can be no send 
because apprehensions may arise lest the same monarch at anne! 
should enact tyrannical laws, to execute them in a tyrannical att 

Again, there is no liberty, if the judiciary power be not a 
from the legislative and executive. Were it joined with legislati ontrol; 
life and liberty of the subject would be exposed to arbitrary Co eo 
for the judge would be then the legislator, Wore it joined to mee 
tive power, the judge might behave with violence and oppressio a the 

There would be an end of everything, were the same m. three 
same body, whether of nobles or of the people, to exercise ee ion 
Powers: that cf enacting laws, that of executing the public reso! 
and of trying the causes of individuals . . .5 
But, in man 
A 


and 


arising 


y More cases, laissez-faire doctrine was modif ns 0 
merican common sense and the more optimistic conceptio 


p 18% 
* Montesquieu, The Spirit of Laws, Hafner, New York, 1959, I, P 
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the nature of man nurtured by the frontier spirit. For example, the 
to-promote-the-general-welfare statement in the preamble of 
the Constitution appears to be more than laissez-faire doctrine. 
Perhaps the two most difficult problems, calling for compro- 
mise, that faced the framers of the Constitution were the follow- 
ing: first, even though the task before them was to create a con- 
stitution for a new nation, they were not, in fact, preparing a con- 
tract to be signed by a people living in a state of nature. The 


hard, political reality was thirteen loosely confederated but 


more-or-less independent and sovereign former colonies. They 


exhibited considerable variation in economic, social, and reli- 
gious customs and traditions, as well as considerable difference 
in size, wealth, and sources of wealth. On the one hand, there 
was the desire to create a true nation, unified and strong enough 
to take its place in the world along side other nations. On the 
other hand, each state (former colony) wanted assurance that its 
interests and welfare would not be submerged in the union. And, 


of course, the smaller the state the more apprehensive were its 


representatives. 
The second problem w 
ing for the principles set 


as to find some feasible political mean- 
forth in the Declaration of Independ- 


ence. Again, the social reality was far removed from a state of 
nature, The people who were to make up the new nation, rather 
then being free and equal, exhibited a nearly maximum possible 
range of difference with respect to ownership of property and 
other forms of wealth, education (including political experi- 
ence), and personal-social privilege, ranging from landed aristo- 
crats to slaves. On the one hand there was the desire to create a 
government in which all final authority rested in the hands of 
“the people,” on the other hand there were deep rooted fears of 
the consequences of unstable, irresponsible “popular opinions.” 
Separately, these two problems appeared impossible to 
resolve. Viewed in relation to one another, however, they 
yielded to a series of — HOE example, the states were 
stripped of sovereignty and the Constitution was declared to be 


® See Art. I, sect- 10, of the Constitution. 
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an instrument, not of the states, but of “We the people...” On 
the other hand, each state was retained as a political entity, not 
merely a subdivision of the national government, but a separate 
political organization of the people of that state. Moreover, by 
dividing the national legislature into two branches, both of the 
basic problems could be compromised at one stroke. Since each 
state government was to select two senators, the smaller states 
were assured of influence in national affairs at the same time that 
this highly indirect election of senators assured those who were 
fearful of popular government that national policies would not 
be subjected to “mob rule,” 

Finally, before the Constitution was ratified there were 
included ten amendments designed to protect fundamental indi- 
vidual rights. It is interesting that while these amendments were 
obviously written to protect citizens against possible encroach- 
ments by the federal government, over the years it has in fact 
increasingly been the case that citizens have turned to the fed- 
eral courts to protect them against infringement of such basic 
tights by state and local political powers. 

But perhaps the crowning stroke of genius was the inclusion in 
the Constitution of the provisions for amendments and for a? 
Independent Supreme Court. This court has developed, over 
the years, the power to pass on the constitutionality of legislation 
and has, in effect, developed the power to interpret the meaning 
of both Constitution and legislation. These two provisions PT 
vent American Political arrangements from becoming static os 
fixed. In the words of Carl Wittke, American Democracy 1$ 
something “Forever Unfinished.” He has said: 


Lincoln defined the American experiment in democracy as “gove!™” 
ment of the people, by the people, and for the people.” That definition 
implies that democracy is a process forever unfinished, not 2 society 

ozen into a rigid political, economic and social order. The pam? 
pi ais in this country is not to build up the authority of the tah 

ut to secure the maximum of fulfillment for every individual. 


Democr. 


Jaa r 
acy will live only as long as it survives in the hearts of 0Y 
people, fo; 


i n 
x it depends upon an attitute toward life, rather than uP° 
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laws. Democratic government does not drop like manna from the 
heavens upon a chosen people. It must be defended and won by each 
succeeding generation. It will be lost when we abandon our faith in 
the sanctity of the individual. 

Democracy functions through the peaceful give and take of legisla- 
tive compromise. It is radical enough to believe that competing and 
conflicting groups must be given the opportunity to be heard, and to 
exert their powers of argument and persuasion in the open, and to the 
maximum of their ability. In no other way can people form an 
intelligent, reasoned judgment. 

No form of government is ideal, but a democracy is more stable, 
Peaceful and palatable in the long run than any other form yet 
devised by the ingenuity of man. .. . 

We have faith in orderly change, predicated upon free discussion 
and free choices, We believe in the right of still unpopular minorities 
to be heard, within the framework of the law, the constitution, and the 
full protection of the courts, provided only that they operate in the 
Open; do not resort to conspiracy; observe the laws against libel, 
obscenity, and treason, and stop their arguments short of advocating 
the use of force and violence. 

It is a wholesome historical exercise to see how far we have come 
since 1776, When Jefferson wrote the immortal Declaration, thousands 
of men and women were held in slavery in a free America where all 
men were supposed to be created equal. Women, both by law and cus- 
tom, were considered low-grade inferiors of the human race. Only 
from 8% to 16% of the male adults could vote, and still fewer could 
hold office. Many honestly believed universal manhood suffrage was 
evil, and imposed a responsibility too great for the average man to 

ear, 
It took a Civil War to start the Negro along the slow, hard road 
toward equal rights. Universal manhood suffrange was won only after 
many political encounters, and not until 1920 were women finally 


enfranchised by the federal constitution. 


Not theories nor ready-made ideologies, but pure American com- 
mon horse sense produced our anti-monopoly legislation, the Interstate 
Ommerce Commission, the Federal Reserve System, the Securities 
and Exchange Commission, federal bank deposit insurance, workmen s 
compensation, mother’s pensions and social security, the public health 
nurse, the food inspector, the forest ranger and the playground super- 
visor. Railroads were built with large government subsidies, and 
agriculture long ago ceased being an unprotected, private ee 
ubsidies were granted to shipping and air lines; conservation an 
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irrigation projects, and public highways were developed at the 
public expense. 

The people wanted it so. Probably none of us like all of these 
measures, and we change our laws from decade to decade, but the 
most conservative today would approve most of them as essential to a 
healthy and progressive America. Several generations ago, all of them 
were the radicalism of wild crusaders. By frank and persistent experi- 
mentation, we have kept our stability, and by the flexibility of the 
democratic process, we were able to substitute peaceful evolution for 
destructive revolution." 


DEMOCRACY AS AN INDIVIDUAL-SOCIAL ETHIC 


Perhaps the most striking feature of modern democracy, 
whether in the United States or elsewhere, is the increasing ter- 
dency of its advocates to include in its meaning considerably 
more than the literal transcription rule by the people. Of course 
not all advocates of democracy have agreed to the wisdom © 
extending the meaning of the term. Some have argued, for exam” 
ple, that democracy should be used only as the name for the 
process and any attempt to include in its meaning some state- 
ment of direction or purpose introduces a limitation upon the 
sovereignty of the people and hence an inconsistency in ae 
meaning of the term.’ A little analysis suggests, however, tha 
rule by the people implies “ruling.” Or, said differently, for 2 
sovereign” to be sovereign he must exercise his sovereign author 
ity. Said still more generally, a process is never random action, a 
is systematic action or a series of actions directed by some pur 
pose or some end-in-view. It does not follow that the purpose? Of 
end must be forever fixed or absolute but it does follow that, ™ 
general, any action that may properly be designated “a pe 
or, in particular, any action that is an incident of “ruling” a 
at that time, be directed by some purpose or intent. yet 
more, over a period of time encompassing a number of suc 


Š an 
* Condensed from an address “Forever Unifinished” by Carl be BY 
of the Graduate School, Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio- 
permission. er & 
8 See, e.g., Ernest E. Bayles, Democratic Educational Theory, Harp! 
Row, New York, 1960, chap. 10. 
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actions, if there is no consistency or if there are no discernible 
trends of any kind, then we realize that what we have called 
ruling” should more properly be called anarchy or the absence 
of rule. 


In any event, the fact remains that people are these days using 
a set of principles as well as 


the term democracy as a name for 
As soon as the word is given 


for a process or way of governing. 
this larger meaning, it becomes clear that it is related to the vari- 
ous conceptions of the nature of man—man and nature, the indi- 
vidual and society, and indeed, to a whole cluster of other 
meanings: freedom, equality, authority, justice, and many others. 


Moreover, it turns out that, rather than democracy implying a 
each of the various views of man 


ocracy, first as an ethic, and 
It follows that two societies, 


particular conception of man, 
Suggests a form or meaning for dem 
secondarily as a form of government. 
having substantially different views of the nature of man, will 
employ the term democracy to refer to substantially different 
ideals and practices. Even within a single society, to the extent 
that differences exist in conceptions of the nature of man, similar 
differences in the meaning of democracy will be noticeable. 
Now an ethic is made up of a set of guiding principles. For 
example, the golden rule is a key principle in the Christian ethic. 
It is instructive to note that, although the golden rule is custo- 
marily identified with the Christian religion, 4 number of other 
religions suggest a similar ethical principle. In much the same 
Way, each of the various conceptions of man suggests ethical 
Principles, some of which are similar to principles suggested by 
Other conceptions. In other words, just as several persons of dif- 
‘ering religions may all agree that each should deal with others 
m the way he would like to have others deal with him, so per- 
irs holding various views concerning the nature of man and 
Society may still be able to approximate consensus a 
Some guiding principles for the regulation of individual-social 
Mains, including political affairs. 


é Logically, all this appears as f ; 
‘ucts a systematic philosophy including a $ 


‘ollows: A person accepts or con- 


ystematic view of 
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the nature of man and society. In the light of this, he constructs 
principles for the guidance of individual-social affairs. In the 
light of these principles, he erects political structures that seem 
best calculated to embody or give operational meaning to the 
principles. In contrast, what actually happens, of course, is that 
every person is born into some sort of society, in which he 
becomes more or less committed to a range of individual-social 
(including political) practices. Concurrently, he is taught or 
manages to formulate for himself certain guiding principles. 
Eventually, some persons are either taught or manage to con- 
struct a more-or-less systematic view of the nature of man, along 
with other parts of a more or less systematic philosophy. Conse- 
quently, it is not at all surprising that we find people agreeing, 
for example, to a certain principle but disagreeing concerning 
both its philosophic justification and its meaning in practice. Or 
we find people agreeing on, say, a certain course of political 
action, but disagreeing as to what is the guiding principle. 

The question then arises as to whether, in a given society or 
nation, enough agreement can be found at the level of principles 
to constitute a guide for the continuing development and recon- 
struction of individual-social and political arranagements. Since, 
as indicated above, the task is not one of direct logical construc- 
tion de novo, but rather of taking stock of where we are thus far, 
a sensible course would appear to be the examining of those doc- 
uments and statements most prized by the society in question in 
the hope of determining what principles seem to be embodied i” 
the arrangements to which the society is thus far actually com™ 
mitted. In the case of the United States of America, we woul 
certainly want to look at the Declaration of Independence @? 
Constitution, especially the Bill of Rights, the more important 
Supreme Court Decisions, and certain highly regarded state- 
ments, such as Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, Washington’s Inau- 
gurals, etc. 

A number of such studies have actually been made 


es See, e.g., the work of Harold Hand, reported in Smith, Stanley, and 
ores, Fundamentals of Curriculum Development, pp. 76-78. 


9 and, 
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although there is not complete agreement as to the principles 

embodied, the following would probably command majority 

assent. These statements, along with their explication, may, 

therefore, be viewed as a hypothesis concerning the meaning of 

democracy, as an individual-social ethic, in midcentury America. 
Democracy involves: 


1. Respect for individuality and for the conditions that promote 


the growth of human personality 
. Confidence in human intelligence, 
through the processes of free, autonomous inquiry 
3. The right and responsibility for appropriate participation in 
investigation and resolution of problems of shared concern 


formed and informed 


to 


Respect for Individuality 


It should again be remembered that various views of the 
nature of man will suggest various meanings for democratic prin- 
ciples. A person who believes that the individual attains signifi- 
cance only as he identifies completely with his society will obvi- 
ously give a different meaning to “individuality” than a person 
Committed to rugged individualism. It follows that they will 
hold radically different opinions concerning what conditions 
will best promote growth of human personality. ; 

Evidently, the majority of midcentury Americans reject both 
Of these extreme views and consequently the range of disagree- 
ments that arise as we attempt to institute arrangements in the 


light of this principle is significantly Jess than the range that is 
theoretically possible. There seems to be widespread ian 
ic, social, 


= example, that every individual, regardless of economic, | 
racial, or religious considerations, or even if he be a criminal or 
msane, is at least ideally entitled to a certain amount of privacy 
in those matters that are not of public concern and to equality 

fore the law and “due process” in those matters that are of 


Public concern, We do not always live up to this ideal but when 
ention we concede that a 


c 
ases of failure are brought to our att ; 
Wrong has been done. And this is of no small importance, 


244 PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 


because, although acknowledgement of an ideal does not of itself 
improve conditions, they are far less likely to be improved with- 
out the guidance that an acknowledge ideal can give. 

As we have just noted, a respect for individuality involves a 
distinction between public and private affairs. How is this dis- 
tinction to be drawn? Some 100 years ago, John Stuart Mill 
(1806-1873) had this to say: 


. . . The notion that the people have no need to limit their power 
over themselves, might seem axiomatic when popular government was 
a thing only dreamed about, or read of as having existed at some dis- 
tant period of the past. . . . In time, however, a democratic republic 
came to occupy a large portion of the earth’s surface, and made itsel 
felt as one of the most powerful members of the community of nations; 
and elective and responsible government became subject to the obser: 
vations and criticisms which wait upon a great existing fact: Tee? 
now perceived that such phrases as “self-government” and “the power 
of the people over themselves” did not express the true state of the 
case. The “people” who exercise the power are not always the same 
people with those over whom it is exercised; and the self-government 
spoken of is not the government of each by himself, but of each by al 
the rest. The will of the people, moreover, practically means the 
will of the most numerous or the most active part of the people, the 
majority, or those who succeed in making themselves accepted as the 
majority: the people, consequently, may desire to oppress 4 pate 
fheir number, and precautions are as much needed against OB 
against any other abuse of power, The limitation, therefore, of the 
Power of government over individuals loses none of its importance 
when the holders of power are regularly accountable to the commun” 
ity, that is, to the strongest party therein. . . . d 

Like other tyrannies, the tyranny of the majority was at first, an 
still vulgarly, held in dread chiefly as operating through the acts of the 
public authorities. But reflecting persons perceive that when society 15 
itself the tyrant—society collectively over the separate individuals me 
compose it—its means of tyrannizing are not restricted to the acts whic 
it may do by the hands of its political functionaries. Society can att 
does execute its own mandates; and if it issues wrong mandates 
instead of right, or any mandates at all in things with which it ought 
not to meddle, it practices a social tyranny more formidable than 
many kinds of political oppression, since, though not unusually uphe 
by such extreme penalties, it leaves fewer means of escape, penetrating 
much more deeply into the details of life, and enslaving the soul itself. 
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Protection, therefore, against the tyranny of the magistrate is not 
enough: there needs protection also against the tyranny of prevailing 
opinion and feeling; against the tendency of society to impose, by 
other means than civil penalities, its own ideas and practices as rules 
of conduct on those who dissent from them; to fetter the development, 
and, if possible, prevent the formation of any individuality not in har- 
mony with its ways, and compels all characters to fashion themselves 
upon the model of its own. There is a limit to the legitimate interfer- 
ence of collective opinion with individual independence; and to find 
that limit, and maintain it against encroachment, is as indispensable to 
a good condition of human affairs, as protection against political 
despotism, 

But though this proposition is not likely to be contested in general 
terms, the practical question, where to place the limit—how to make 
the fitting adjustment between individual independence and social 
Control—is a subject on which nearly everything remains to be done. 
All that makes existence valuable to anyone, depends on the enforce- 
ment of restraints upon the actions of other people. Some rules of con- 
duct, therefore, must be imposed, by law in the first place, and by 
opinion on many things which are not fit subjects for the operation of 
law. What these rules should be is the principal question in human 
affairs; but if we except a few of the most obvious cases, it is one of 
those which least progress has been made in resolving. . . .1° 


After noting that, for the most part, people do not have or do 


not even recognize the need for “good reasons” in attempting to 
justify the values that are embodied in social customs and that 
] dissenters, and after remarking that 
e higher ground has been taken on 
. . is that of religious 


are imposed upon individua 
The only case in which th 
Principle and maintained with consistency, - 
belief , , ..” Mill offers the following guide: 


<.. the sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually or 
Collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their 
number, is self-protection. That the only purpose for which power can 
be rightfully exercised over any member of a civilized community, 
against his will, is to prevent harm to others. His own good, either 
Physical or moral, is not a sufficient warrant. He cannot rightfully be 
compelled to do or forbear because it will be better for him to do so, 

ecause it will make him happier, because, in the opinion of others, to 
do so would be wise, or even right. These are good reasons for remon- 


“John Stuart Mill, On Liberty, Regnery, Chicago, 1955. 
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strating with him, or reasoning with him, or persuading him, or 
entreating him, but not for compelling him, or visiting him with any 
evil in case he do otherwise. To justify that, the conduct from which it 


is desired to deter him must be calculated to produce evil to someone 
else... 12 


It should be clear, of course, as it was to Mill, that borderline 
cases are bound to arise in which it is hard to tell whether a pro- 
posed line of individual behavior will eventuate in serious 
enough harm or inconvenience to others to warrant interference. 
Dewey once pointed out? that what actually happens is that 
individuals are let alone to behave as they please until the hurt- 
ful effects of their actions are noticed by other people. The pe 
ple who thus become concerned constitute “a public.” According 
to the size and composition of this “public,” it will employ vari- 
ous kinds of social or political actions to regulate the type ° 
behavior it has become concerned about. Such regulating action 
may range from neighborhood or community social sanctions to 
national legislation such as the Pure Food and Drug Acts. 

Furthermore, as Mill also recognized, his principle applies to 
acts of omission as well as commission. Individuals may thus be 
required to install automatic garbage-disposers in every house 
built in certain residential areas, automobile manufacturers may 
be required to equip all new automobiles with turn signals, and, 
presumably, every state could be required to maintain a system 
of public schools, to say nothing of requiring individuals to pay 
taxes and to serve in the armed forces. But, in any event oa 
regardless of how much disagreement there may be about hor 
derline cases, the point to be noted is that respect for individ- 
uality entails a recognition of some area of privacy and inde- 
pendence, otherwise democracy may not be differentiated from 
totalitarianism.13 

Intimately related to all these considerations is the matter of 
respect for the conditions that promote the growth of human 

* Ibid. 


See The Public and Its Problems, Gateway Books, Chicago, 1946. Idea, 
See The Rockefeller Panel Report, The Power of the Democratic 
esp. pp. 6-7 and pp. 53-56. 
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personality. We shall need to look at this in more detail when we 
consider the meaning of democracy for education but, for the 
present, two points should be noted: First, “growth,” as we found 
in the case of “process,” is the name of a conception that is not 
totally directionless. (Such words are similar to the word “veloc- 
ity” in contrast to “change” or “alteration.” ) Second, the effects of 
various conditions upon growth of personality is an empirical 
matter. It turns out, therefore, that the question of what par- 
ticular conditions are to be respected at any given time involves 
both conceptual and factual material. On the one hand, there is 
the image that people hold of the chief characteristic of a 
mature, harmoniously developed, and growing personality, and, 
on the other hand, the state of development of the hominological 
sciences of the time. Since neither conceptions nor scientific 
knowledge need ever become static, this principle does not 
impose closure upon democracy—it can remain “forever unfin- 
ished” and presumably, new potentials of human personality will 
be recognized as further gains are made under the guidance of 


Present conceptions. 


Confidence in Human Intelligence 


We are so accustomed to living in an age of science and tech- 


nology that it is easy to overlook the remarkable confidence that 
We have in human intelligence when it is formed and informed 
omous inquiry. Whether one 


through the processes of free, auton 
1S considering what is true and right in general, or with respect 
to Sociopolitical arrangements in particular, a review of history 
reveals that generally men have not displayed this confidence in 


their own collective intelligence. A more penetrating look at 
our own age reveals that the temptation to abdicate—to shift 


allegiance to some authority other than human intelligence—is 
still very real and pervasive in all areas of life except science. 
Yet, if democracy or rule by the people implies ruling, that is, 
that the people must actually exercise authority rather than 
abdicating it, then a democratic community, as is the case with 
the scientific community, must be autonomous: it must develop 
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for itself its own methods and criteria and designs—in short, te 
own intelligence. So far as we know there is nothing built into 
the universe that requires men to be either scientific or dene 
cratic, but without confidence in human intelligence neither sci- 
ence nor democracy can exist. i 
More specifically, what does this principle mean? Does i 
mean, for example, that one must believe that intelligence a 
spread evenly throughout the population, that truth and right 
can be determined by majority vote, that popular opinion a 
always right or just or wise? Does it mean that expertness i 
undemocratic? Does it mean, finally, that faith in God is pana 
place in a democracy? A 
Not at all! Confidence in human intelligence means substint 
ally the same from a democratic standpoint as it does in ee 
In the words of Jefferson, it means that we are not afraid s 
follow truth wherever it may lead nor to tolerate error as long @ 
truth is left free to combat it. In the scientific or degoen 
community, the expert, the genius, the gifted, the talented ah 
be set free to develop their ideas, without being told shiek oe m 
their inquiries must confirm. And, equally important, an $ 
gifted can find honorable work to do and can, at least e 
command a fair hearing for their own ideas or suggestion® er 
any given time, what is actually accepted as a basis ae ¥ 
action or inquiry depends, of course, upon the general a re 
perspicacity. Confidence in human intelligence means, ther ao 
not that we believe that every decision will be the best that “e 
ceivably could have been made, but that the collective intel 
gence (given at least approximate conditions of free E a 
will be astute enough to keep open the avenues for came 


a i able 
and will, in the long run, be more successful than any gya 
alternative. 


1 ; JosopPY 
i Since neither science nor democracy constitutes & P a that 
oy es 


and certainly not a theology), there is nothing in a The 
demands any sort of religious or antireligious commitmen oby- 
individual scientist may engage in as much or as little aii 
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ical speculation as he pleases. He may, as many scientists have, 
find inspiration and guidance for his work in such speculation. 
As scientist, however, he recognizes that other members of the 
scientific community are equally free and that such individual 
speculation is not part of the corpus of science. In similar fash- 
ion, an individual member of a democratic community may, as 
far as democracy is concerned, adopt whatever justification for 
the democratic principles seems best to him. He may, for exam- 
ple, adopt a Jewish, a Christian, or some other religious justifica- 
tion for “respect for individuality,” or he may justify his 
commitment to this principle on humanistic or naturalistic 
grounds. 

There is a sense, however, in which both science and democ- 
racy place limitations upon certain matters that have historically 
fallen within the jurisdiction of organized religions. Before the 
rise of either modern science or modern democracy, ecclesias- 
tical authorities, being frequently the best educated or most 
learned men of their time, often made pronouncements about 
troublesome human questions that are now recognized as falling 
Within such dispersed fields as astronomy, geology, political sci- 
ence, and dietetics. A number of such pronouncements hardened 
into dogma and became interwoven with theological consider- 
ations. Consider, for example, the doctrine of the divine right of 
kings. A commitment to either science or democracy logically 
requires the rejection of such theocratic (in contrast to theolog- 
ical) doctrine. 

Finally, we should recognize that the problems involved in 
attaining, or even approximating, conditions of free inquiry are 
and baffling. We have previously 
s14 and shall need to look at 
democracy for educa- 


Sometimes quite complex 
touched upon some of these problem 
others in connection with the meaning o 
tion. But at this point we should note that, although modern 


methods for rapid and mass communication of ideas carry enor- 
mous potential benefit for free inquiry, these same methods may 


™ See, e.g., footnote pp. 91-92. 
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be used effectively for suppressing inquiry. What is at issue here 
is not simply the obvious matter of the dissemination of truth 
versus falsehood, of “good propaganda” versus “bad propa- 
ganda,” but the more subtle affair of the influence of mass media 
upon the criteria of credibility accepted by a people. 

It has been said that, in the early days of movable type, since 
people were accustomed to seeing the Bible as the only printed 
book and since the Bible was regarded as literally true, there was 
a strong tendency to regard any statement found on a printed 
page as “the gospel truth.” Whether or not there is any truth to 
this story, it illustrates the point here at issue. Mass media of 
communication not only either inform or misinform but they also 
set the standards for what will be regarded as believable. Fur- 
thermore, the way in which “information” is treated by such 
media provides a compelling model. It is difficult enough even in 
a classroom, to teach the instrumental role of information in fur- 
thering inquiry, but when commentators, journalists, and editor- 
ial writers repeatedly confuse or interchange information and 
conclusion, it is no wonder that the public accepts “quiz kids” as 
experts and thinks that dogmatic assertion is the hallmark of 
authority. The public is poorly served by syndicated columnists 
who offer advice for twenty cents under the general rubric that 
all the problems of men, from sexual relations to internationa 
relations, can be solved by common sense “as any fool can plainly 


» 


see. 


Society can enact regulations to insure that in any given COM” 
munity not all of the media are owned or controlled by a single 
interest. Strictly speaking, this assures us only that our informa 
tion about the elephant is not coming from a single blind ma” 
Nor would it solve the problem to place further control in the 
hands of the public. For, as noted earlier, “the public has no 
hands”; only individuals have hands. It is only when democracy 
is construed as an ethic and becomes a widespread person® 
commitment that mass media of communication become the ally 


of free inquiry rather than a seductive substitute. 
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Right and Responsibility for Appropriate Participation 


Given some sort of working distinction between public and 
private affairs (and, of course, whatever criteria are adopted are 
matters for public concern and decision), democracy implies 
that every member of a given public has the right to participate 
in the investigation and resolution of the problems of that public. 
But, once again, since rule by the people implies ruling rather 
than abdication, the right of participation carries with it the 
responsibility to exercise that right. It does not follow, however, 
that direct, personal participation (after the manner of an ideal- 
ized image of a New England town meeting) is necessary or 
even appropriate in all of the various kinds of problems that 
arise.15 As a matter of fact, the problem of devising appropriate 
(Le. equitable, feasible, and effective) means for enabling 
everyone concerned with a problem to participate in its investi- 
gation and solution is itself a perennial problem of democracy, 
and experimentation with various proposals for its solution is one 
of the features of democracy that keeps it forever unfinished. 
With respect to governmental and political arrangements, the 
People of the United States have, right from the beginning, been 
much too astute to accept across the board such overly simple 
suggestions as “all questions should be settled by a simple major- 
ity vote.” Any autonomous group, whether democratic or scien- 
tific, must struggle with the problem of developing designs and 
criteria for the control of judgment and decision making. And 
there is no more reason for supposing that some simple rule of 
thumb will be any more adequate or universally appropriate for 
decision making in complex public affairs than in complex sci- 
entific questions. s 

When democracy is construed as an ethic and its principles are 
expected to offer guidance for a wide range of affairs that run 
beyond normal governmental concern (so that it becomes pos- 


* See The Rockefeller Panel Report, The Power of the Democratic Idea, 
eSP. pp. 38-41. 
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sible to speak meaningfully of, say, a “democratic family” or a 
“democratic education” as well as a democratic government), 
then it becomes increasingly clear that the principle of partici- 
pation, along with all other principles, never automatically sup- 
plies the answer to any problem. A principle enables one merely 
to recognize that a problem exists. But again, this is no small 
matter since a problem that is not recognized cannot be solved; 
at best it can be removed by chance. Thus it is that where 
democracy is taken seriously it is recognized that every perso™ 
regardless of age or intelligence or any other consideration that 
does not by definition rule him out of the class “human persons, 
actually does have a right to participate in decisions that affect 
any public of which he is a part. Children are affected by family 
decisions, students are affected by educational decisions, all of 
us are affected by political decisions. The problem that this prin- 
ciple calls to our attention is indeed staggering. 

In the face of such an overwhelming problem, it is no wonder 
that large chunks of it have been sliced away by more oF less 
arbitrary decisions. In most states a person may not vote until he 
is twenty-one. In most families “children are to be seen not 
heard” when the time comes for decision making. In most schools 
students are not consulted when curriculum decisions are made. 
Remembering that democracy does not require direct, persona 
participation, still the principle reminds us that in any area Q 
life even benevolent dictatorship falls short of the democratie 
ideal. Once the radical and far-reaching import of this principle 
is grasped, we must realize that all the intellectual resources © 
man are not at present too great to bring to bear upon this piece 
of democracy’s unfinished business. 


DEMOCRACY AND EDUCATION 


Early in our study of “What is Education?” we recognized that 
more than one way of viewing this question is appropriate a 
necessary if we are to understand the wide range of meari” 
involved. Remembering that the three approaches developed ® 
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Chapter 2 are intended to be suggestive rather than exhaustive, 
let us now explore briefly the meaning for education of demo- 
cratic principles under this triune conception. 


Democracy and Education (as a process of personal development) 


One of the most common of the many misunderstandings of 
Dewey’s educational writings is the notion that his conception of 
educational growth is somehow neutral or empty, as far as offer- 
ing direction for the content and methods of education. Only a 
little analysis of Dewey's thought is sufficient to make it clear 
that “growth” is intended as a metaphor. Dewey certainly did 
not believe that mind, character, intelligence, personality are 
physical entities (as, say, muscles) that may literally grow. By 
use of this metaphor, Dewey calls our attention to actual phys- 
ical growth as an instructive model for understanding education 
as a process of personal development. 

Specialists in the field of physical growth or development have 
long recognized the following points. First, growth is not to be 
identified with every change or alteration in physical make-up. 
Muscular dystrophy is not confused with growth nor is it thought 
that obesity or even a muscle-bound condition is the limit toward 
which growth moves. Second, empirical study reveals that the 
idea or image of “superb physical development” has varied from 
age to age and culture to culture. Nevertheless, these concep- 
tions are not arbitrary or whimsical; they are related both to the 
practical realities of economic and social success as defined by a 
culture and to the level of development of the relevant sciences 
(ie., physiology, dietetics, etc. ). Third, although specialists make 
use of such guides as “tables of average height and weight,” 
“normal blood pressure,” and the like, it is fully recognized that 
each individual requires a certain amount of more-or-less spe- 
cial consideration. Fourth, the question of what will best promote 
Sound physical development and under what circumstances is an 
empirical question not to be answered by doctrinaire or a priori 
Conceptions. 

Consequently, at any given time, in connection with promot- 


254 PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION 


ing the physical growth of students or clients, a specialist will 
project ideals of development as ends-in-view for direction of 
effort. But only the ill-informed will imagine that a specialist 
employs an inflexible or fixed standard either in regard to indi- 
vidual differences or with respect to human potential. Actually, 
the more that is learned about physical development and its 
complex relation to many factors previously unsuspected, the 
more the horizon of potential opens up, so that today we can 
envision possibilities of physical development and fitness 
undreamed of by earlier generations. The conception of physical 
growth is only as empty and directionless as is one’s understand- 
ing of this process as an actual or existential occurrence. So let it 
be with “educational growth.” To a perceptive student of the 
educative process, the ideal of growth is a most suggestive guide 
when facing problems of content-selection or problems of instruc- 
tional techniques, or when attempting to isolate valuable 
research-areas. 

It turns out then that the meaning of democracy for education 
(as a process of personal development) is substantially caught 
up in this conception of growth. Confidence in human intelli- 
gence formed and informed through the processes of free auton- 
gaoui inquiry is, again, the necessary condition for taking 
seriously Dewey’s admonition that growth should be subordinate 
to nothing save more growth. And respect for individuality and 
for the conditions that promote the growth of human personality 
provides the motivation ( running deeper than the political 
necessity of an educated electorate) for undertaking a program 
of universal education. What remains is the question of the 
meaning in an educational setting of the principle of appropriate 
participation. 

i When education is viewed as a process of growth—growth of 
intelligence, skills and understanding, character, personality: 
then we have a key for unlocking the problem of what kind 0 
participation is appropriate. Often, when it has been recognize 
that students do have the right and responsibility for participa- 
tion in decisions involved in their own education, it has been the 


WHAT IS DEMOCRACY? 255: 


forms of democracy, rather than its substance, that have cap- 
tured attention. In the name of democracy, we have sometimes 
asked elementary school children to vote on day-by-day curricu- 
lum decisions and we have spread before high school and college 
students an array of offerings so that they may “elect” courses 
and programs of study. When it is recognized, however, that, 
from the standpoint of education as a process of personal devel- 
opment, the reason why students should participate in certain 
ways is because such participation is necessary for their own 
educational growth, then it becomes clear that only those modes 
of participation that actually do promote educational growth 
constitute appropriate participation. And, because such partici- 
pation is necessary, it once again carries a responsibility as well 
as a right. 

Can there be too much democracy in the classroom? Experi- 
enced teachers know there can be too much voting and too much 
sentimentalism and romanticism about children’s impulses, “felt 
needs” and “teen-age problems.” But there could hardly be too: 
much respect for individuality and for the conditions that pro- 
mote the growth of human personality, nor too much confidence: 
in human intelligence formed and informed through the proc- 
esses of free autonomous inquiry. We have discovered that cer- 
tain forms of student participation are inappropriate for 
promoting educational growth; development of more appropri- 
ate forms constitutes another area of unfinished business. 

This is a matter for study within the science and profession of 
teaching and, though it therefore lies beyond the scope of an 
introductory course in philosophy of education, a number of rele- 
vant suggestions have been made. We might note before leaving 
the point, however, that, as the older, traditional, authoritarian, 
and dictatorial teaching-methods and demeanor have been 
remodeled under the influence of progressive slogans, authority 
and dictation have tended to become merely benevolent rather 
than democratic. Most of us greatly prefer the more humane con- 
ditions that now generally exist in our schools but we should also: 
realize that benevolent dictatorship tends to build dependence, 
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on the part of students, rather than increasing acceptance of 
responsibility for self-direction, even with respect to educational 
growth to say nothing of ethical-social behavior. This dependent 
attitude of students is very noticeable in our colleges where it 
appears that a vast majority have never grasped the fact that 
“educating” is essentially an intransitive activity. 


Democracy and Education (as a sociopolitical institution) 


If education is to be compatible with the Constitution, then 
again attention should focus on substance rather than form. This 
is the case whether we are concerned with questions of the 
proper organization and modes of operation for our educational 
institutions or with the question of the more direct teaching of 
democracy by these institutions. Let us consider these problem- 
areas one at a time. 

Without repeating what has previously been discussed,’® we 
can see that where a society's educational institutions do not 
embody and illustrate the principles of democracy, in spite of 
all preachment time spent in school becomes training in and for 
something other than democracy. The same may be said, of 
course, for time spent at work, with various clubs, or with reli- 
gious and political groups, to say nothing of time spent in our 
penal institutions, hopefully called “correctional institutions.” 

Many writers have deplored the authoritarian forms that are 
said to be typical of public school administration and social psy- 
chologists have discussed the benefits of “democratic grouP 
leadership” in contrast to laissez-faire and autocratic structures: 
But the problem runs deeper than this." The way in which stu- 
dents are seated in a classroom, committee structures within @ 
school and a school system, the way in which the PTA is orga?” 
ized, all exert influence upon communication and morale and, no 
doubt, upon personality and character development of all 

“The reader may wish to review what was said in Chap. 2 concerning 
education as a sociopolitical institution. See pp. 30-38. 


n “See Philip G. Smith, Philosophic Mindedness in Educational Administra- 
tion, Ohio State University Press, 1956. 
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involved. But the fundamental determining force is the degree 
to which the substance of democratic principles is there—it is the 
presence or absence of democratic respect, confidence, rights, 
and responsibilities that indicate the essential character of an 
institution. 

Recognizing that any institution that is essentially undemo- 
cratic will have difficulty in teaching democracy effectively, 
there remain legitimate pedagogical questions concerning “deal- 
ing with controversial issues,” the relation of education to indoc- 
trination, propaganda, commitment, and the like. Such questions 
are, perhaps, more properly a part of “methods courses” than of 
a course in philosophy of education. Nevertheless, a brief dis- 
cussion of the meaning of indoctrination may be helpful at this 
point. 

Literally, the word doctrine means teachings, that is, that 
which is taught or advocated, in contrast to oddments of infor- 
mation or belief that are somehow just picked up and passed 
around without ever becoming part of the subject of formal or 
informal instruction. Consequently, to indoctrinate means simply 
to teach, to offer instruction, or to advocate. Over the years, 
however, the word doctrine has become associated with dogma, 
a set of principles, beliefs, or “teachings” put forward authori- 
tatively as being either beyond the reach of ordinary inquiry or 
so settled as to require only acceptance rather than further inves- 
tigation. Thus it is that to indoctrinate has come to mean, espe- 
cially in educationist circles, to teach a set of beliefs or a point of 
view in such manner as to create the impression openly or subtly 
that what is taught is so true and important to individual or 
social well-being that, by contrast, all possible alternatives are 
false and dangerous. Propaganda, emotional persuasion, using 
films with suitable background music, and the like, in order to 
shortcut or bypass reflective investigation, or else the use of drill 
and catechism in order to implant, inculcate, or otherwise build 
“conditioned meanings”! have come to be thought of as deliber- 


18The reader may wish to review the discussion of education versus 
training, p. 23 and pp. 78-79. 
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ate methods of indoctrination. In its most subtle and effective 
form deliberate indoctrination is disguised as free, reflective 
inquiry—but with sources of information and criteria of credibil- 
ity so rigged or manipulated that the process produces only the 
illusion of yielding warranted assertions. And, of course, edu- 
cationists recognize that indoctrination can also be non- 
intentional. 

Now, since the content of regular academic school-subjects is 
not thought of as dogma, questions of indoctrinating, say, arith- 
metic or geography do not normally arise. It is true, however, 
that the way in which certain aspects of some subjects are pre- 
sented (say, a particular theory in psychology, economics, polit- 
ical science) might well bear watching. But just as a quick rule 
‘of thumb, it is in connection with viewpoints that are commonly 
named in English by words ending in “ism,” that serious ques- 
tions about indoctrination arise, notably: Protestantism, Catholi- 
cism, Communism, capitalism, socialism, individualism, patriot- 
ism, jingoism. Any objective appraisal of our present situation 
will recognize that there are many individuals and organized 
groups in this country who would like to see the schools indoc- 
trinate one or more of the above isms, and they frequently bring 
pressure to bear upon the schools. Probably, most experienced 
teachers, when they fully recognize such pressures, try to resist 
them, although many of us believe that, unfortunately, teachers 
have not brought effective organized effort against such 
pressures, 

In relation to the meaning of democracy, however, all this 
comes to a head when sincere defenders of democracy propose 
that the school, as a democratic sociopolitical institution, should 
embark on a deliberate program of “indoctrination for democ- 
cracy.” No doubt some who make this suggestion mean nothing 
more than that the schools should teach democracy with as much 
systematic effort and perseverance as is now devoted to, say> 
teaching the history of the Civil War or teaching sentence dia- 
gramming. Where this is all that is intended, many of us would 
agree that the Suggestion merits very serious attention, including 


WHAT IS DEMOCRACY? 259 


attention to the matter of enabling patrons to understand that 
both content and methods for teaching democracy are properly 
areas for professional rather than for lay decision, just as in the 
case of teaching sentence diagraming. 

More troublesome are those who believe the schools should 
propagandize for democracy or inculcate democratic principles. 
Such persons are, perhaps, of three sorts: those who confuse 
democracy with one or more of the isms mentioned above, those 
who equate “respect,” “confidence,” “acceptance of responsibil- 
ity” with certain more-or-less stereotyped, overt behaviors, and 
those who (encouraged by the unfortunate tendency to refer to 
democracy as a way of life)! see democracy as a direct alterna- 
tive to traditional views of the nature of man and society. Since, 
as we have seen, such views are generally interwoven with a 
series of philosophic, theological, and religious commitments, it is 
no wonder that democracy, conceived as an alternative ideology, 
is thought to require similar emotional commitment on the part 
of the faithful. It is quite beyond the scope of this work to dis- 
cuss tactics for dealing with these three types, but it would 
appear that the general strategic principle would be the same as 
for dealing with a person who, for example, wants the schools to 
teach astronomy but confuses astronomy with astrology. It is 
difficult, of course, to adopt such a stance if one inclines toward 
an emotivist or other subjective view of the nature of value with 
its personal or cultural relativism and its typical correlate of a 
sharp break between emotion and reason, It is also difficult, if 
one believes that the significance of the individual is entirely 
delimited by society. But, when one recognizes that there are 
“good reasons” for allegiance to the principles of democracy just 
as there are good reasons for the principles (characteristics and 
Stipulations) of science, then the school’s role in “teaching de- 
mocracy” falls into place without special ritual or emotionalism.2° 

* For some objections to calling democracy “a way of life” see Hullfish 
and Smith, Reflective Thinking: The Method of Education, pp. 258-260. 

"We should once again note the importance of nondiscursive symbols 


and meanings. Just as the full cognitive-emotional grasp of the principles of 
Science is aided by experience in laboratory and field project, so it is that 
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Democracy and Education (as the science and art of teaching) 


Under discussion these days are a host of important problems 
involved in developing education as a profession. Most of these 
problems are only indirectly related to the meaning of democ- 
racy; they are more directly related to particular social, political, 
economic, even aesthetic structures of society. Since democratic 
principles permit a very wide range with respect to such struc- 
tures, the principles offer only indirect guidance to the teaching 
profession as it strives to develop more effective organizations 
and policies. But the central problem of education as a profession 
is directly related to the meaning of democracy, namely, what 
are the locus and the nature of the educator's authority." 

It is customary to differentiate intellectual authority and moral 
authority in terms of the is-ought or the descriptive-normative 
dichotomy. Since education, as a practice, cannot escape the 
normative dimension, the profession certainly needs some theory 
of moral as well as of intellectual authority. How is this directly 
related to the meaning of democracy? 

As far as intellectual authority is concerned, whatever claims a 
teacher (textbook writer, administrator, curriculum expert, etc.) 
makes must be based on evidence available through free inquiry. 
This is true of every person acting in any sort of public capacity 
in a democracy. As a private individual, anyone in a democracy 
may accept whatever source of authority pleases him and he 
may join with others in private organizations or societies devoted 
to authority that is not based upon publicly verifiable evidence. 


in teaching democracy the course of study should not be limited to discursive 
knowledge about democracy. Moreover, even as a subject of general 
education, democracy should involve physical mastery—that is, the develop- 
ing of democratic habits of thought and action. Consequently, it is very 
likely that the schools should develop aesthetically appropriate ceremony 
and regimen in this connection. The problem is to differentiate this from the 
more easily understood proposal that we should teach democracy by propa- 
ganda and ritual. i 

* For a fuller discussion of this matter see William O. Stanley, Education 
and Social Integration, and Myron Lieberman, Education as a Profession, 
esp. chap. 3, “Authority in Education.” 
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The behavior of such individuals or groups should be regulated 
only if and to the extent that it violates Mill's principle. 

Since students in a classroom constitute a captive audience, 
teachers have the responsibility of exercising more than normal 
caution not to violate each individual’s right to such “private con- 
clusions.” This does not mean that teachers are obligated to pro- 
tect provincial viewpoints, prejudice, superstition. Quite the con- 
trary, teachers have a definite responsibility to teach and to insist 
upon objective inquiry. If in the process students find that what 
they are learning at school conflicts with or causes rethinking of 
what has been accepted at home and in the community, then 
this is a sign that taxpayers are beginning to realize a return on 
their investment. But in protecting the students’ freedom to 
leam (which is the real point of academic freedom),”° the 
teacher should be careful not to confuse his own “private conclu- 
sions” with matters that are based entirely upon objective in- 
quiry. In other words, concerning matters that are truly contro- 
versial even among well-informed people, it should be obvious 
that the best evidence, argument, or good reasons that free 
inquiry has produced are still too sketchy or ambiguous to point 
to a single conclusion. Nevertheless, life is such that we must 
frequently adopt, at least tentatively, “a position” with respect to 
such matters. And students would be poorly served were teach- 
ers to give the impression that mature, educated people are too 


timid or too removed from life’s realities to “take a stand” on 


important issues. The point is that a teacher should make it clear 


to students (and he cannot very well do this unless it is clear to 
him) that at certain times he expresses opinions that are at least 
partially based on his private convictions. 

Many of us believe that far worse things can happen to stu- 
dents than to be influenced by the personal convictions of their 
teachers. But in a democracy there is no excuse for badgering 
students—for making them feel insecure and out of place— 


because they do not reflect a teacher’s value-structures and per- 


2 See H. G. Hullfish, Toward a Democratic Education, chap. V, “Academic 
Freedom.” 
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sonal views. As a general proposition, this is seldom questioned 
but, until the teaching profession becomes clearer than it now is 
on the nature and source of its intellectual authority, it is not 
likely to develop the self-discipline needed to correct even the 
more flagrant violations. 

Concerning moral authority, once again educators must resist 
the urge to lay claim to any base outside of democratic princi- 
ples. And fortunately they need not, for here is ample authority 
for the moral dimensions of pedagogical behavior. Teachers hav- 
ing deep and insightful respect for individuality, and backed by 
professional organizations that are disciplined and responsible 
with respect to their role in a democratic society, should never 
feel it necessary to try to side-step the moral dimension inev- 
itably involved in any attempt to promote the growth of human 
personality. There appears to be nothing uncovered in our analy- 
sis of philosophy, and of education and of the nature of knowl- 
edge, science, value, and man that suggests that sound educa- 
tion will necessarily be hampered by democratic principles. Nor 
did we find anything that suggests that some other underpinning 
for education would be more productive. It follows that any 
philosophy of education (as a philsophy for education) that does 
not come to grips with democratic principles (so far as the norm- 
ative dimensions of its theory of education is at issue) is, prima 
facie, inappropriate in a democratic society. 


SUGGESTIONS FOR ADDITIONAL READING 


One might suppose that every American public school teacher 
would be thoroughly familiar with the major documents of American 
democracy and with the history and development of our democratic 
ideals and institutions, But, unfortunately, this is not the case in spite 
of a wealth of literature readily available. One especially interesting 
and informative book about the Constitutional convention is The Great 
Rehearsal by Carl Van Doren. For a competent historical analysis of 
some of today’s complex problems, Living Ideas in America, edited by 
Henry S. Commager, is a useful resource. Interesting insights into the 
way in which certain problems have been resolved in the U.S. Senate 
may be gained from reading John F. Kennedy’s Profiles in Courage. 


WHAT IS DEMOCRACY? 263 


In a more philosophic vein there are many excellent discussions of 
the nature of democracy in general and of American democracy in 
particular. Students generally find Smith and Lindeman, Democratic 
Way of Life, very helpful and it is available in paperback. Ralph Bar- 
ton Perry has written a challenging book called Shall Not Perish from 
the Earth. And many students find John Dewey's The Public and Its 
Problems very thought provoking. Irwin Edman’s Fountainheads of 
Freedom is a very useful presentation of the growth of American ideas 
with specific reference to the Declaration of Independence, Ralph 
Waldo Emerson’s “Self-Reliance,” the observations of Alexis de 
Tocqueville, and addresses of Abraham Lincoln. John Dewey’s Free- 
dom and Culture is very helpful for building an understanding of the 
enormous range of meaning attached to “freedom” in American 
society. 

Concerning the meaning of “freedom” as it relates to the nature of 
man and democracy, a most helpful book is the brief one by Herbert 
J. Muller called Issues of F: ‘reedom. This little book should probably be 
considered “a must” by all who have a serious interest in under- 
standing democracy. 

Anyone who has followed the suggestions for additional reading in 
the preceding chapters has, no doubt, discovered that “Democracy” is 
a favorite topic for discussion in many of the standard texts in philoso- 
phy of education. There is no need to repeat the titles of these texts. 
But every serious student of education, regardless of personal philo- 
sophic orientation, should become familiar with Dewey's classic, 
Democracy and Education. 

For an analysis of educational problems in relation to the complex- 
ities of modern social organization one should consult William O. 
Stanley, Education and Social Integration. A recent analysis is pre- 
sented by Kimball and McClellan in Education and the New America. 

A very readable discussion of the meaning of democracy in relation 
to selected problems of education is Hullfish, Toward a Democratic 
Education. This is of special interest because it was written for a Jap- 
anese audience and consequently the focus is deliberately simplified 
and sharpened in order that the main features may stand out even for 
the reader who is not very familiar with American traditions. 

Students interested in a more detailed analysis of modern meanings 
of democracy should study Democracy, Ideology, and Objectivity by 
Naess, Christophersen, and Kvalo. This book is especially useful in that 
it presents the topic from a viewpoint outside the usual American 
approach. For an analysis of the decision-making process in modern 
democratic states, see Dahl and Lindblom, Politics, Economics, and 
Welfare, and/or A Preface to Democratic Theory by Dahl. For a 
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provocative analysis of the meaning of modern individualism see 
David Riesman, Individualism Reconsidered. 

Finally, for an examination of the question “Is there a rational 
justification for democracy and, if so, what is it?” see Thorson, The 
Logic of Democracy. 
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